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WAPINITIA RECLAMATION PROJECT, OREGON 


TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1955 


Hovusr oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 


The Dalles, Oreg. 


The subcommittee met at The Dalles, Oregon, Hon. Wayne Aspinall 
(chairman) presiding. 

a Present: Hon. Wayne Aspinall, Hon. Gracie Pfost, and Hon. Sam 
oon. 

Also present: Mr. Sidney McFarland, professional staff member. 

Chairman AspinaLL. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Recla- 
mation of the full committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now 
be in session at the courthouse in The Dalles, Oreg., for the consider- 
ation of House bill No. 1779, a bill introduced into the Congress of 
the United States on January 10, 1955, by our colleague, Mr. Sam 
Coon, Congressman from the Second Congressional District of the 
State of Oregon. Such bill having for its purpose the authorization 
by the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain 
pe Juniper division of the Wapinitia Federal reclamation project, 

regon. 

Unless there is an objection House bill No. 1779 will be made a part 
of the record of the hearings at this point. Hearing no objection it is 
so ordered. 

Unless there is an objection the report of the Secretary of the 
Interior dated July 6, 1955, and signed by the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, the Hon. Fred G. Aandabl, relating to the legislation 
will be made a part of the record. Hearing no objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Unless there is an objection the letters under dates of October 6, 
1954, and March 31, 1955, and signed by W. A. Dexheimer, Com- 
missioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, transmitting the proposed 
and final planning reports on the Wapinitia project will be made a 
part of the record. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Unless there is an objection the letter under date of May 20, 1955, 
signed by Donald R. Belcher, Assistant Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, and referring to the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 
such legislation will be made a part of the record. Hearing no 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The material referred to above follows:) 


{H. R, 1779, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Juniper division 
of the Wapinitia Federal reclamation project, Oregon 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of furnishing water for the 
irrigation of approximately two thousand and one hundred acres of arid land in 


1 
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Wasco County, Oregon, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to construct, 

operate, and maintain the Juniper division of the Wapinitia Federal reclamation 

a in accordance with the provisions of the Federal reclamation laws (Act 

= _ 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary 
ereto). 

Src. 2, There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
Juniper division $550,000, plus such amounts, if any, as may be required by 
reason of changes in the cost of construction of the types involved therein as 
shown by engineering cost indices and, in addition thereto, such sums as are 
required to operate and maintain the division. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 6, 1956. 
Hon. Cuarrk ENGL, 
hairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 

My Dear Mr. Enaue: This responds to your request for a report from this 
Department on H. R. 1779, a bill:to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the Juniper division of the Wapinitia Federal 
reclamation project, Oregon. 

We recommend that H. R. 1779 be enacted. 

The principal purpose of this bill is to authorize construction of reclamation 
works which will furnish water for the irrigation of epproximately 2,100 acres 
of land in Wasco County, Oreg. The estimated cost of the irrigation works is 
approximately $518,000. Our studies indicate that this amount, together with 
operation and maintenance costs, can be returned by the water users over a 40- 
year repayment period. The total benefit-cost ratio of the project is 1.8 to 1.0 
and the ratio of direct benefits to costs is estimated at 1.6 to 1.0. 

We request that the attached planning report on the Juniper division of the 
Wapinitia project, approved and adopted April 14, 1955, be considered an integral 
part of this report on H. R. 1779. It contains a full description of the works pro- 
posed to be constructed and the bases upon which the findings with respect to 
construction costs, benefit-cost ratios, and repayment prospects given above 
were made. Included with the planning eee are copies of the comments 
we have received from the States and Federal agencies to which it was sent for 
review under the Flood Control Act of 1944, the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 
1080), and interagency agreements. 

The Juniper division plan does not include any hydroelectric power facilities 
and does not contemplate the development of water for domestic and municipal 
purposes. The project will, however, provide potential fishery and recreational 
benefits. We recommend that provision be made for realization of the latter by 
adding to section 1 of the bill a sentence reading along these lines: 

“The Secretary is further authorized to investigate, plan, and construct the 
minimum basic facilities required for access by the visiting public to, and for the 
protection of its health and safety and of publie property on, lands withdrawn or 
acquired for the Juniper division. The costs thereof, in the amount of not more 
than $34,870, shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable.” 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. Its views with respect to the 
Juniper division are expressed in its letter of May 20 to which we have been 
requested to invite your attention. A copy of this letter is attached. 

Sincerely yours, ; 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., October 6, 1954. 
The SecrRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. = 
Sir: This is my proncsed report on the potential Wapinitia project, Juniper 
division, Oregon, It is based on and includes the accompanying report of the 
regional director, Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho. 
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The project area is in the White River Basin of Wasco County in north central 
Oregon. ‘The works proposed for construction consist of a dam and reservoir 
located on the head waters of Clear Creek, a tributary of the White River, which, 
in turn, is a tributary of the Deschutes River. The irrigable lands lie on Juniper 
Flat, a plateau between the Deschutes and White Rivers. 

The project lands, consisting of 2,108 rather widely separated irrigable acres, 
are currently inadequately watered. Present water supply consists of diverted 
natural streamflows which, in this semiarid area, are insufficient after July 1, to 
provide for irrigation needs. Actually in any year only about half of the irri- 
gable acreage is supplied with water. By storage and stream regulation the pro- 
posed project would provide a full water supply for the lands. Important benefits 
would accrue as a result of irrigating additional land as well as from increased 
production on lands presently irrigated but inadequately watered. This would 
add significantly to the economic welfare of the general project area in which 
agriculture is the basic industry. 

The project is economically justified with estimated irrigation benefits exceed- 
ing estimated costs in the ratio of 1.8 to 1.0. Considering direct or primary 
benefits only the ratio is 1.6 to 1.0. Significant recreation benefits would also 
accrue if recreational facilities are developed in accordance with plans set forth 
in the report of the National Park Service. In addition to the irrigation and 
recreation benefits there would be incidental fish benefits which have not been 
evaluated. The farmers who are members of the Juniper Flat District Improve- 
ment Co. and who would benefit have gone on record as being overwhelmingly in 
favor of the project. 

The plan provides for the enlargement of the existing Clear Lake by the con- 
struction of Wasco Dam at a site about one-half mile below the outlet of the lake. 
The existing diversion works, canals, laterals, and other facilities necessary to put 
the water on the land are adequate and will be maintained by the Juniper Flat 
District Improvement Co. These works would be utilized without Federal 
rehabilitation or extension. 

The estimated cost based on July 1953 prices which are essentially comparable 
with current prices is $518,000. It is all allocated to irrigation and is reimbursable. 
If certain minimum basic recreational facilities, as discussed subsequently, are 
included in the project an additional $34,870 should be included in the cost. 
Studies indicate that the water users would be able to repay the $518,000 within 
a 40-year period after water is made available to the lands. In addition, pay- 
ment capacity would be adequate to meet necessary annual operation, mainte- 
nance, and replacement costs. The cost of the recreation facilities would be non- 
reimbursable. 

The Juniper Flat District Improvement Co. has held water rights necessary 
for this project for many years. The Pacific Power & Light Co. holds a prior 
right for its hydro plant located near the mouth of the White River. Natural 
streamflow during the dry summer months has not been adequate to satisfy 
these prior rights; however, the company has never requested a shut down of the 
irrigation diversion works. With the proposed development, during these same 
months streamflow would continue to be inadequate to satisfy the prior power 
water right. Studies indicate that regulation afforded by Wasco Dam and return 
flow from the project lands would be beneficial to the power company. In any 
case, before start of construction on the proposed project I recommend that the 
irrigation district obtain an agreement from the power company that the proposed 
plan of operation of the irrigation project will be satisfactory to the company. 

Appended to the substantiating materials of our regional director’s report are 
— regional reports of the Fish and Wildlife Service and National Park 

ervice. Subsequent to preparation of our regional director’s report a more 
complete report was received from the regional director of the National Park 
Service. This report is also appended to our regional director’s report and super- 
sedes the Park Service’s preliminary report. The National Park Service report 
recommends the construction by the Federal Government on a nonreimbursable 
basis of certain minimum basic recreation facilities at an estimated cost of $34,870, 
even though recreation at the Wasco Reservoir would not be of national sig- 
nificance. I concur in this recommendation subject to assumption by local 
interests of responsibility for operation and maintenance. I also concur in the 
Fish and Wildlife Service recommendation that all project lands retained in 
Federal ownership be opened to free public use except for such portions as may be 
reserved by the sponsoring agency for purposes of safe, efficient operation, or 
protection of public property. 

In addition to the recommendations concerning the Pacific Power & Light Co. 
prior to water right, minimum recreational facilities, and free access to publicly 
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owned lands discussed in the previous two paragraphs, I concur in and adopt the 
recommendations of the regional director as set forth in paragraph 25 of his report. 

I recommend that you approve and adopt this report as your proposed report 
on the Wapinitia project, Juniper division, and that you authorize me in your 
behalf to transmit copies to the States of the Columbia River Basin and to the 
Secretary of the Army in accordance with requirements of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 (58 Stat. 887), to the State of Oregon for the views and recommendations 
of the head of the agency exercising administration over the wildlife resources of 
that State in accordance with ee of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 
1080), and to other interested Federal agencies for their comments. 


Respectfully, 
W. A, DexuErmER, Commissioner. 
Approved and adopted: October 25, 1954. 
Doveitas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BurREAvU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 31, 1955. 
The SEcRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

Str: This is my report on the Wapinitia project, Juniper division, Oregon. It 
is based on, and includes, the proposed report on this project which you approved 
and adopted on October 25, 1954. 

Copies of your proposed report were transmitted to the States of the Columbia 
River Basin and to the Secretary of the Army in accordance with the provisions 
of section 1 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887) and to the State 
of Oregon for comments from the head of the agency exercising administration 
over the wildlife resources of that State in accordance with the provisions of the 
Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). Copies of the report were sent also to 
the agencies represented on the Inter-Agency Committee on Water Resources for 
their comments. Comments have been received from all States, except the 
State of Utah, which would not be affected by the project, and agencies to which 
the report was sent and copies are attached. 

In view of the favorable nature of the comments received, it does not appear 
that revision of your proposed report as a result of the review of various agencies 
is necessary. In particular the officials of the State of Oregon, as well as other 
review agencies, advised that they were pleased to recommend the authorization 
of the potential development. 

Accordingly, I recommend that you approve and adopt this report as your 
report on the Wapinitia project, Juniper division, Oregon, and that you transmit 
it together with the attached comments to the President and subsequently to the 
a in accordance with the provisions of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939. 

Respectfully, 


Approved and adopted April 14, 1955. 


W. A. DexuHeErmer, Commissioner. 


Dovetas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 





Executive OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 19565. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of 
April 14, 1955, requesting advice concerning the relationship to the program of 
= President of your proposed report on the Wapinitia project, Juniper division, 

regon. 

The report recommends construction of Wasco Dam and Reservoir to provide 
a supplemental water supply for 2,108 acres of irrigated land and thereby relieve 
severe water shortages that occur during July, August, and September. The 
estimated total cost, based on 1953 prices, is $553,000. Of this amount, $518,000 
would be allocated to irrigation and be fully repaid, without interest, by the water 
users in a 40-year period. The balance of the cost amounting to $35,000 would 
be allocated to nonreimbursable recreational facilities. Benefit-cost ratios are 
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1.8 for total benefits and 1.6 based on direct benefits. Under proposed new 
project operation, annual costs for all irrigation works except the Wasco Dam 
and Reservoir are estimated in the report to be $5.30 per acre. Annual payments 
for the new construction cost of $518,000 without interest over a 40-year period 
would be $12,950 and, including operation and maintenance and replacement 
charges of $920, would total $13,870 or $6.58 per acre. The total irrigation costs 
to the water users would therefore average about $11.88 per acre annually. 

In general, comments of interested State and Federal agencies either recom- 
mend or are not adverse to construction of the proposed dam and reservoir. 
The State of Oregon offers the principal comments that (1) the capital cost of 
the reservoir of $246 per acre is rather high; (2) regulation of annual assessments, 
which it estimates range from $10 to $12 per acre, to reflect changed economic 
conditions, as recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation, would be of con- 
siderable assistance to landowners under adverse conditions; (3) in view of the 
prior water right held by the Pacific Power & Light Co., it would seem advisable 
to have a firm understanding on this matter before the plan of development is 
presented to Congress for authorization; (4) all possible Federal lands be opened 
to public use as recommended by the Fish and Wildlife Service; and (5) for the 
benefit of increased recreational use, any construction scars in the access to 
recreational areas should be eradicated. 

The Department of Agriculture points out that the farm budget analysis 
contained in the report makes no allowance for decreases in nonfarm incomes 
that would result from the substantial increases in project labor required of the 
operator and his family. The Department estimates that, on a present worth 
basis, the total water user payments would amount to about 63 percent of the 
Federal investment cost at 2.5 percent interest. 

The National Park Service states the reservoir that would be created by con- 
struction of Wasco Dam would not be of national significance from a recreation 
standpoint. It recommends, however, complete recreational facilities for the 
project consisting of a public campground and day-use area, a lodge and cabin 
resort area, and an organized camp area, at an estimated total cost of $340,000. 
The day-use area would be developed by the Federal Government. The camp- 
ground (excepting replacement of existing camp units which is also proposed at 
Federal expense) would be financed by the administering agency (presumably a 
local agency). The lodge and eabin resort and the organized camp would be 
privately financed and developed under special-use permits. The cost of develop- 
ing the replacement facilities and the minimum basic recreation facilities recom- 
mended by the National Park Service for construction by the Federal Government 
is estimated to be about $35,000. The Department of Interior recommends con- 
struction of these latter facilities as part of the project on a nonreimbursable 
basis, subject to assumption by local interests of responsibility for operation and 
maintenance. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that, in view of the Pacific Power & Light 
Co.’s prior water right, a firm understanding should be reached with that company 
on the diversion and use of water and any authorization of the project should be 
contingent upon reaching an agreement acceptable to the Secretary as regards 
water supply for the project. 5 

The Bureau also believes that replacement of the existing recreational area, 
facilities, or values should be considered a cost of the project and allocated to the 
purpose served. In addition, minimum basic facilities and services for the 
general protection and operation of the project and for the accommodation or 
protection of the visiting public should be considered necessary adjuncts to the 
construction and operation of the project rather than recreational facilities and 
their costs should also be allocated to the major purpose of the project. 

Accordingly, you are advised that, while there would be no objection to the 
submission of your report to the Congress, we would recommend that any legisla- 
tion authorizing the proposed project conform with our above comments. No 
commitment, however, can be made at this time as to when any estimate of 
appropriation would be submitted for construction of the project, if authorized 
by the Congress, since this would be governed by the President’s budgetary 
objectives as determined by the then prevailing fiscal situation. 

It is requested that a copy of this letter be included with your report when it 
is submitted to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Donatp R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 
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Let the record show that in addition to the chairman of the sub- 
committee there is present at the hearing this morning the Honorable 
Gracie Pfost, Congresswoman from the First District of the State of 
Idaho; the Honorable Sam Coon, Congressman from the Second 
District, State of Oregon, not a member of this particular committee 
but welcomed to the committee just the same as if he were a member; 
and Sidney McFarland, engineering consultant of the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. Does my colleague, Mrs. 
Pfost, care to make any statement at this time? 

Mrs. Prost. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrMan. The committee will now listen to any statement 
that the sponsor of the legislation, the Honorable Sam Coon, wishes 
to make at this time. Mr. Coon. 

Mr. Coon. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it is 
a great pleasure for us here in Oregon to have this committee in 
The Dalles today to hear about the Wapinitia project, and I am 
happy to appear before this committee this morning in support of 
this legislation—a bill I introduced, House Resolution 1779—to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain the Juniper division of Wapinitia Federal reclamation 
project in Oregon. I introduced this bill at the request of the water 
users of the Maupin area and this project will furnish water for about 
2,100 acres of land in that area. The original estimate of cost was 
to be about $550,000. I understand there are some additional 
recommendations in the Bureau of the Budget and the Department 
of the Interior reports. That is briefly what the bill will do and we 
have several of the water users here today and their attorney, Leland 
Brown, who will explain the bill to the committee. Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Coon. Up to the 
present time the chairman of the committee has no name of anyone 
wishing to appear in opposition to this legislation. If there is such a 
person in the audience who wishes to appear at the close of the testi- 
mony given by the proponents we shall be glad to have such testimony. 
This committee desires to hear not only those who wish to support this 
legislation but those who may wish for any reason whatsoever to 
oppose this legislation. We shall divide the time as follows, giving to 
the representatives of the Bureau, those who have cia: on the 
project plan, such time as they may desire to explain the legislation. 
That time is not charged to either side. Then we listen to the pro- 
ponents and then if there is any opposition we give an equal amount 
of time to the opponents. It is rather interesting and rather pleasur- 
able to have a project, Mr. Coon, brought before this committee 
where, as far as we know at the present time, there is no opposition. 
With that in mind the chairman calls to the witness chair Mr. T. 
Leland Brown, attorney for the Juniper Flat District Improvement 
Co., who has a statement, as I understand, explaining what is involved 
in this legislation. You have a written statement, Mr. Brown? 


STATEMENT OF T. LELAND BROWN, ATTORNEY FOR JUNIPER 
FLAT DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT CO. 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, Congresswoman Mrs. Pfost, Congress- 
man Sam Coon, Mr. McFarland, I have a written statement which I 
would like to file with the committee and I’ll make a short statement, 
oral statement, supplementing the written statement. 2) 
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The CuatrMANn. Unless there is an objection, the written statement 
of Mr. T. Leland Brown will be made a part of the record of these 
hearings, following Mr. Brown’s oral statement. Hearing no objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. You may proceed, Mr. Brown, if you desire, 
and please address your remarks toward Mrs. Sjoblom so that she 
may hear as easily as possible. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, thank you. At this time, Mr. Chair- 
man, would you want me to introduce the exhibits or later? I have 
a picture of a cut in the present canal, a picture of the old dam that 
was destroyed, and a picture of the lake back of the dam site where 
the water will be stored—three pictures. 

The CuatrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown. Unless there 
is an objection these pictures will be made a part of the file of this 
matter and not a part of the record. In other words, they will not 
be printed with the hearings. 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

The CuHatrMaAn. Hearing no objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the Wa- 
pinitia project is located approximately 45 miles south of The Dalles. 
It is traversed by two paved highways, The Dalles-California High- 
way No. 197—that highway travels through from south running 
north—and the Wapinitia Cutoff Highway which is Highway No. 52 
which travels in a westerly-easterly direction across the project. 
The project is also served by two railroads, the Oregon Trunk and 
the Union Pacific. However, there is only one track which the Union 
Pacific has a joint-user right to with the Oregon Trunk. 

This is not a new project. Years ago the State of Oregon in co- 
operation with the Bureau of Reclamation made an investigation of 
this project and a report was published in 1916 by the Government 
Printing Office at Washington, D. C. This report is known as the 
Whistler-Lewis report. John T. Whistler was the engineer for the 
United States Reclamation Bureau and John H. Lewis at that time 
was State engineer of Oregon. 

In this report it was recommended that a dam be built at Clear 
Lake at the present site that is advocated by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in its report and as proposed in Congressman Coon’s bill. If the 
dam had been built at that time it was estimated the cost would have 
been $80,000. The report goes further and recommends the appro- 
priation of the waters of the White River at the mouth of Clear Creek. 
The present water system appropriates the water from Clear Creek, 
Frog Creek, and Clear Lake. Clear Lake, of course, is the source of 
Clear Creek. Under the Whistler-Lewis report it was the intention 
to take the water from White River. The White River stream system 
was adjudicated by the State of Oregon in 1921 and it has been a 
powerplant built at White River Falls at the lower end of the river 
near Tygh Valley down in here [indicating]. 

The CHarrMan. Let the record show that Mr. Brown is now 
referring to a map which is designated as the Juniper division of the 
Wapinitia project in Oregon and prepared by whom, Mr. Brown? 

Mr. Brown. Prepared by Mr. Nelson, Bureau of Reclamation. I 
am pointing at what is designated as powerhouse on the White 
River. The courts gave the power company the right to appropriate 
the water with a priority date of 1901. The Wapinitia Co., which was 
then serving the farmers of Juniper Flat with water, was given a 
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riority date of 1903. Because of the dates of priority the Pacific 

ower & Light Co. had the first use to the right of water. The canal 
system of the old wrepnne Co. was inadequate and as a result these 
people never received a sufficient amount of water to irrigate 2,108 
acres, the acreage awarded water rights under the adjudication pro- 
ceedings. In the early 1880’s the first settlers in that community 
attempted to secure water from Clear Creek. There are very few 
springs in this area, the streams are in deep canyons, and farmers to 
obtain domestic water had to drill deep wells. I think there are 
approximately 44 deep wells on the project. After the settlers failed 
to secure the water from Clear Creek, a man by the name of Joseph E. 
Keep conceived an idea of building a sawmill at the mouth of Clear 
Creek and manufacturing lumber to build a flume and appropriate 
the water of the White River for transporting his lumber as well as 
the water to the farmers of Juniper Flat. He completed the sawmill, 
built 6 miles of flume but, because of financial difficulties, this project 
failed. The farmers never received any water from that source. Later 
the Wapinitia Irrigation Co. was organized, taking over the Keep 
project and delivering the first water to the farmers in 1917. The com- 
pany sold water to the settlers for $40 to $60 an acre, and from these 
settlers obtained approximately $150,000. In addition, it sold several 
thousand dollars worth of a but because of the inadequate system, 
water shortages, and the nondelivery of water the company was unable 
to sell any more water and litigation resulted. These people took their 
cases to the local circuit court, then to the Supreme Court of the State 
of Oregon in two separate litigations. 

After the litigation the water users succeeded to the rights of the old 
Wapinitia Irrigation Co. and organized the Juniper Flat District 
Improvement Co. Over a series of years the farmers, through assess- 
ments amounting to as much as $10 an acre, have built an adequate 
delivery system consisting of canals and lateral ditches. The last 10 
years the records show that they have spent $160,000 in building this 
canal system. There is a sufficient amount of water during the early 
spring runoff until the 1st day of July. From the Ist day of July 
on there is only water available for stock and domestic use during 
average years. Notwithstanding this the people have irrigated 2,108 
acres but it’s only half irrigated, you might say. Under the present 
system they can only be assured of 1 crop of alfalfa, whereas if this 

am is built then there will be over 11,800 acre-feet of water stored for 
irrigation. As I understand the structure will be designed for 13,000, 
over 13,000 acre-feet, of which 1,200 acre-feet will be dead storage. 
Now, if this project is constructed as proposed in Mr. Coon’s bill there 
will be adequate water for irrigating the 2,108 acres. The users will 
be able to cut three crops of alfalfa, increase their pasture and produc- 
tion of livestock. I think from my experience since 1921 in this 
community in water matters, they will at least increase their produc- 
tion one-third, if not one-half on the irrigated lands. The reservoir 
will increase the irrigated acres. I think that I’m not making an 
overstatement when I say there will be at least 1,000 acres additional 
to come under irrigation. The reason I make that remark, the land 
in this project is of a peculiar nature. There will be a fertile field of 
soil oh next to it a rocky draw, and when the field is being irrigated 
the water will drain through the draw and the next user below can pick 
up the waste water and irrigate his fields. By using the water over 
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and over again, it is my belief that at least another 1,000 acres can be 
irrigated in the district. 

I make this statement from experience that I have seen from 
irrigation on the north side of White River. The Wapinitia. district 
is on the south side of White River and the area on the north side is 
known as the Wamic area. Two dams have been built with the help 
of the Government for the people residing in this Wamic country. 
One of these dams—the Badger Lake Dam—was built with the aid 
of the Farmers’ Home Administration and the other dam known as 
the Rock Creek Reservoir was built with WPA money. The Badger 
Lake Dam stores approximately 700 acre-feet of water. The Rock 
Creek Dam stores approximately 1,200 acre-feet of water. By the 
aid of these two dams the farmers of the Wamic area have increased 
their production and their irrigated acreage. Their lands are similar 
to the lands within the Wapinitia district, and from the experience 
of these farmers I reach the conclusion that the farmers of the Wapini- 
tia area can adequately irrigate their present acreage—2,108 acres— 
with water rights and add an additional 1,000 acres to the project. 

If it was not for the present water system the farmers of the Juniper 
Flat District Improvement Co. would have to drive to White River 
or the Deschutes River, which flows in deep canyons, to fill their 
water tanks to bring back to the ranches for stock and domestic use. 
Some 2 years ago when the canal was broken the company had to 
turn the water being appropriated back into the stream so that 
repairs could be made. Soon after this incident their stock ponds 
and seepage wells went dry and many of these people, some of them 
who will testify here today, had to drive to the White and Deschutes 
Rivers to secure water for domestic and stock use. 

This is one of the projects that was recommended years ago which 
can pay back to the Government the money that it will borrow to 
build the project. The people in this project have spent thousands 
and thousands of dollars to secure an adequate supply of water. Most 
of it has been thrown away by previous irrigation companies, through 
no fault of the water users in the district; now, these people do not 
have the funds at this time—being the sum of $518,000—which it is 
estimated that this dam will cost. They now come to you asking for a 
loan from the United States Government in that sum, which they 
expect to pay back over the years as recommended by the report of 
the Bureau of Reclamation—to pay back this sum without interest 
over a period of 40 years. The district has heretofore levied assess- 
ments as high as $10 an acre, which money has been used for the 
construction of their canal system. 

The CHAIRMAN. Just a minute; I have a question there and I have 
the same question with respect to your written statement. Do you 
mean an annual assessment of $10 an acre or a total overall assessment 
of $10 an acre? 

Mr. Brown. That’s an annual assessment; that varies, 

The Cuarrman. I know that but you refer to an assessment of $10 
an acre; was that the annual charge? 

Mr. Brown. That was the annual charge 1 or 2 years now. 

AvuDIENCE. One year. 

Mr. Brown. What year was that? 

AUDIENCE. 1952, 
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The CuarrMan. Just a minute; we can’t have any answering from 
the audience. If you don’t have it we'll ask somebody else. And 
in your statement you say at the bottom of page 1: 

Later, there was formed by outside capital the Wapinitia Irrigation Co. which 


took over the Keep water rights and sold water to the farmers from $40 to $60 
an acre-foot to be delivered to their lands. 


Was that a total charge against the water or was that an annual 
charge? 

Mr. Brown. That was a total charge. 

The Cuatrman. Total charge? 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

The CHatrmMan. The next question relates to the statement you 
made awhile ago about the failures heretofore. What is there that 
you can advise the committee that with construction of this project 
that there won’t be continuing failure? Why will this project be any 
better than what you have had heretofore? 

Mr. Brown. The reason of the failure of the water supply under 
the various water companies, they delivered the natural flow of the 
streams. A dam built at Clear Lake will materially increase the 
water supply for the district, which water was not available for the 
old water companies that failed. With this storage the people of the 
district will have an adequate supply of water. 

The CuarrMan. This water that is stored in the Wasco Reservoir 
would not be primary water for irrigation but would be supplemental 
water to that which is already being used? 

Mr. Brown. It will be supplemental water to what is already being 
used. However, there will be a sufficient supply of water that there 
will be additional acreage. That’s what I predict that will come 
under the project. 

The CuartrMaANn. That’s the next question. You suggest that in 
addition to the 2,108 acres there will be an extra 1,000 acres that will 
receive benefits. Now, how are these water users going to repay or 
pay for the benefits which they will receive? 

Mr. Brown. Well, that’s a matter we’ll have to work out when the 
time comes. I think that we can bring them within the district and 
have them pay for this water and in turn pay the Government from 
this money that we collect. 

The CuarrMan. My short experience in this field would lead me to 
believe that you had better make your arrangements before they get 
the benefits. 

Mr. Brown. That’s-a good suggestion. 

The CHarrMan. They are not incorporated in the district at the 
present time? 

Mr. Brown. This district is organized under the Oregon laws, dis- 
trict improvement law, and the only land that at this time the Govern- 
ment would have a lien on for the cost of the reservoir would be the 
2,108 acres, After it has been proven that there is sufficient water 
for other lands then they will be brought within the district so that 
a lien would accrue against the new land for the money loaned to the 
district by the Government for the building of this proposed dam. 

The CuHarrMan. Is this improvement district to which you refer, 
which is already formed, in a position to contract with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Department of Interior? 
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Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMANn. In your statement you set forth the operation 
agreement whereby the 

Mr. Brown. Pacific Power & Light Co. 

The CuarrMan. Pacific Power & Light Co. have attempted to sub- 
rogate their water rights to the use of the Juniper Flat District Im- 
provement Co.; is that correct? 

Mr. Brown. That is; yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Is it your opinion as an attorney that there is 
sufficient consideration set forth in such operating agreement to be 
binding upon the Pacific Power & Light Co.? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. I might add this that the Pacific Power & 
Light Co. have permitted the Juniper Flat District Improvement Co. 
to appropriate all of the water at the point of diversion for many years 

The CuarrmMan. They’re using that water at the present time? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Even though there is a priority to the power and 
light company? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. By agreement or—— 

Mr. Brown. By agreement. 

The CHarrMan. By agreement. What is the consideration for 
that benefit? 

Mr. Brown. Well, there’s been no monetary consideration. How- 
ever, the Pacific Power & Light Co. gets an indirect benefit by building 
up the community in which they operate. 

The CuarrMan. You're versed in water law in Oregon? 

Mr. Brown. I am. 

The CuarrMan. Is there any opportunity for abandonment of a 
water right in Oregon? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; and there’s an adverse possession, too. 

The CuHarrMan. In this instance neither one operates as yet; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Brown. No, sir. 

The CuHarrMan. I think that’s all the questions I have. Do you 
have any questions, Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. Mr. Brown, you speak about appropriating 
water for 27,000 acres of land at the mouth of Clear Creek from White 
River. Are the 2,108 acres to which you refer right in the heart of 





this 27,000 acres, or are you speaking about something different? 


Mr. Brown. It is, Mrs. Pfost; no, the 27,000-acre plan was advo- 
cated in the first report on this project by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and State of Oregon. 

Mrs. Prost. Where does the water come from for this additional? 

Mr. Brown. White River. I'll point to it on the map. ‘This is 
Clear Creek, runs into White River here [indicating]. The Keep plan 
and the Whistler Lewis report advocated the appropriation of White 
River at the mouth of Clear Creek by building a flume or a pipeline 
along the banks of the White River and up to the flat. 

Mrs: Prost. How long would that flume be? 

Mr. Brown. That would be some 12 miles, approximately. 

Mrs. Prost. The colored area on the map is 2,108 acres? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, tle green. 
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Mrs. Prost. The green is 2,108 acres? Then the 27,000 is the entire 
gray area? 

Mr. Brown. That’s true. 

Mrs. Prost. Would supplemental water or primary water be pro- 
vided for the gray area? 

Mr. Brown. Well, now, we’re talking about a future project or 
the continuation of this project. We are hopeful that someday we 
can irrigate this whole area, but this—— 

Mrs. Prost. The green area is the only acreage we are discussing 
under this legislation? 

Mr. Brown. That’s right. 

Mrs. Prost. Does the improvement district of which you’re speak- 
ing have to do with the entire gray colored area? 

Mr. Brown. No, ma’am; just the green area, representing the lands 
within the improvement district. An irrigation district takes in all 
the lands within the outer boundary of the district except lands that 
have been excluded. An improvement district includes only the lands 
that are set up in what is termed as the landowners notice, which is 
recorded with the county clerk, containing a particular description of 
each 40-acre tract that is irrigated and lands upon which the district 
has a lien for the indebtedness of the district. It does not include 
other lands within the boundaries of the district, only those lands 
described in said notice; and the use of water is limited to those lands. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, the gray area is the improvement 
district? 

Mr. Brown. No. 

Mrs. Prost. The gray area isn’t? 

Mr. Brown. The gray area is outside of the district and the green 
areas are within the district. 

The CuatrMan. If my colleague will allow, I have another question 
there. Is the gray area included in what you refer to as an irrigation 
district of the laws of the State of Oregon or do you have that designa- 
tion involved in this? 

Mr. Brown. We don’t have it in this instance. What we have is 
the improvement district and just includes the green areas. 

Mrs. Prost. So the green dots on the map represent land at lower 
elevations? 

Mr. Brown. No; the green area is the lands that have the water 
rights. Those are the areas that water was purchased for from the 
irrigation companies and when the irrigation company’s water rights 
were adjudicated the courts of the State of Oregon awarded water 
rights to the green area. 

Mrs. Prost. Is this whole gray area level-type land? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, on both sides of this White River area. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, is it because only those spotted areas were 
homestead? What I’m trying to get at, Mr. Brown, how do we happen 
to have such a spotted area? 

Mr. Brown. Well, the irrigation company was selling water, as I 
stated, from $40 to $60 an acre and John Jones down here thought we 
had a pretty good tract, 40-acre tract of land, so he bought 40 acres 
of water for that tract or 60 acres or 10 acres, and that’s how that 
5 per Then when the companies became insolvent at the time 
of the adjudication, of course the State of Oregon only would award 
water rights to that land that had received water. Water had to be 
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applied to beneficial use and it’s only those green areas indicated 
here that were irrigated. 

Mrs. Prost. I believe our engineer, Mr. McFarland, has a question. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Isn’t it true that these irrigated areas are a part 
of a larger holding? 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Where the owner of a larger holding acquires the 
water for just a small part of his ownership? 

Mrs. Prost. He probably could not afford to buy the water at that 
time, is that the reason? 

Mr. Brown. That’s true. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Probably the water wasn’t available and he 
operates this small irrigated acreage along with some dry farming and 
some land that isn’t farmed at all. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Brown, are you familiar with the type of crops 
grown in that area or would you rather I ask that question of someone 
else? 

Mr. Brown. I think I can answer. I might state that I think that 
there are 71 or 74 farms in that area that’s within the district. Are 
there any further questions? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Brown, on page 2 of vour statement where you 
speak about— 
the farmers and water users acquired the water rights of the defunct companies 
and have over the past 14 years expended approximately $160,000 in the recon- 
struction of a new canal and lateral ditches, which are now adequate to convey 
the water to the lands of the respective water users from Frog and Clear Creeks 
and the storage waters of Clear Lake. 

Clear Lake is a natural lake and has some water in it? 

Mr. Brown. It is a natural lake but there is no dam to store the 
runoff. The water from snows in the Cascade Mountains flows into 
the lake which empties into Clear Creek, then into the White River. 
The people of the district want to build a dam at the outlet of the lake 
to impound this water. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, the new dam will just simply rebuild and replace 
the old one? 

Mr. Brown. It will replace the former wooden and rock-filled 
structure that was built at this same site. 

Mrs. Prost. That’s all. 

Mr. Brown. And I wish to express my thanks to the committee. 

The CHatrmMan. Mr. McFarland, do you have any further ques- 
tions? 

Mr. McFaruanp. No. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown. 

(Thereupon a written statement submitted by Mr. T. Leland Brown 
was included in the record as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF T. LELAND Brown, ATTORNEY FOR JUNIPER Fiat District 
IMPROVEMENT Co., THE DaLies, OREG. 


The Wapinitia project (Juniper division) is located on Juniper Flat in Wasco 
County, approximately 45 miles south of The Dalles, Oreg. The area is from 3 
to 6 miles in width north and south and 17 miles in width east and west, and is 
served by the Oregon Trunk and Union Pacific Railroads and traversed with two 
paved highways, one north and south known as The Dalles-California Highway 
No. 197 and the other highway east and west known as the Wapinitia Cutoff to 
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Portland, Oreg., No. 52. The population in the area is estimated to be 2,150 


people. 

the water supply is furnished from Clear Lake, Clear Creek, and Frog Creek, 
tributaries of White River, a tributary of the Deschutes River. The first settlers 
in this region attempted to secure water for the irrigation of their lands some 
time around 1886 and constructed a ditch from Clear Creek for several miles, 
which was later abandoned. In 1903 a Joseph R. Keep conceived the idea to 
build a sawmill to manufacture lumber and to construct a flume at the mouth of 
Clear Creek down the White River Canyon to Juniper Flat to transport lumber 
and water to the settlers. He organized the Clear Lake Irrigation & Lumber Co., 
built the sawmill and about 6 miles of flume when his finances gave out and the 
project was abandoned. 

Later, there was formed by outside capital the Wapinitia Irrigation Co. 
which took over the Keep water rights and sold water to the farmers from $40 
to $60 an acre-foot to be delivered to their lands. This company sold water for 
2,108 acres of land. The Wapinitia Irrigation Co. and its various predecessors in 
interest expended large sums of money amounting to several hundred thousand 
dollars in attempting to develop an irrigation system to irrigate the lands on 
Juniper Flat. The first water was appropriated and delivered for irrigation 
by this company in the year 1917, but because of the shortage of water, due to the 
lack of storage and loss in transmission particularly through seepage due to poor 
construction of canals and lateral ditches, the company could not deliver the 
water sold to the farmers. 

A few years after the delivery of the first irrigation water this company became 
insolvent and was later reorganized under the name of the Mount Hood Irrigation 
Co. This new company raised enough money to build a wooden rock-filled 
dam at the mouth of Clear Lake. The United States Forest Service would not 
let the company fill the Clear Lake Reservoir until the timber that would be 
inundated by the waters was removed and the forest road changed to a new 
location, for this road would have been destroyed by overflowing of the waters in 
the reservoir. The company could not raise the money to finance these require- 
Ments so it was later dissolved. 

A few years after the dam was constructed it was washed out. The water 
users then organized a corporation and began litigation with the Mount Hood 
Irrigation Co. and the Wapinitia Irrigation Co. to determine their rights. After 
this case was twice carried to the Supreme Court of the State of Oregon, the 
farmers and water users acquired the water rights of the defunct companies and 
has over the past 14 years expended approximately $160,000 in the reconstruction 
of a new canal and lateral ditches, which are now adequate to convey the water 
to the lands of the respecti’ e water users from Frog and Clear Creeks and the 
storage waters of Clear Lake. There are no available records to estimate prior 
expenditures. At the present time there is an inadequate supply of irrigation 
water during the months of July, August, and September. 

In order to obtain water with which to adequately irrigate the lands that 
now have water rights, it will be necessary for the construction of a reservoir to 
store the winter and spring runoffs from Clear Lake. The water users, because 
of the cost invcl ed in constructing this reservoir, are now asking the Govern- 
ment to authorize the building of a dam and reservoir at Clear Lake, to be known 
as the Wasco Da, and to loan the users this money without interest, to be paid 
back at the end of a 40-vear neriod. 

Many years ago John T. Whistler, an engineer of the United States Reclamation 
Service, and John H. Lewis, then State engineer of Oregon, in 1916 published a 
report of their investigation of this project and recommended the building of a 
reservoir at Clear Lake of a capacity of 18,000 acre-feet with a net storage of 
12,000 acre-feet, at a cost of $80,000, with delivery at the point of diversion. It 
now appears from the report of the Secretary of the Interior, through the Bureau 
of Reclamation, —— March 1954, based on July 1953 figures, that the cost 
of constructing this reservoir will be $518,000 to store 13,060 feet and to provide 
11,860 feet of active storage for irrigation purposes. The building of this structure 
was recommended by WPA during the depression years. This administration was 
canceled out by the Government before the water users could take advantage of 
the loan. 

Since the publication of the report on the Wapinitia project (Juniper division) 
by the United States Department of the Interior, the water users have received 
an operating agreement from Pacific Power & Light Co. subrogating their water 
rights to the Juniper Flat District Improvement Co. The securing of this agree- 
ment was recommended in the report and reads as follows: 











WAPINITIA RECLAMATION PROJECT, OREGON 





OPERATING AGREEMENT 


This agreement, made this 16th day of May 1955, between the Juniper Flat 
District Improvement Co., a mutual water company organized under the laws 
of the State of Oregon, hereinafter styled the “‘district,’’ and Pacifie Power & 
Light Co., a corporation, hereinafter styled “the company,’ witnesseth: 

hereas the district is engaged in a program of arranging for the construction 
by the United States under the Federal reclamation laws of the Wasco Dam and 
Reservoir to be located in the southeast quarter (SE%) of section 32, township 4 
south, range 9 east, Willamette Meridian, on Clear Creek, a tributary of the 
White River, for the purpose of increasing the water supply of the district for 
the irrigation of lands of its water users; and 

Whereas, the water storage right for said dam and reservoir, sometimes known 
as Clear Lake Reservoir, will have a priority date cf August 9, 1904, which is later 
in time than the priority held by Pacific Power & Light Co. on behalf of its power 
dam at White River Falls near the mouth of White River in section 7, township 4 
south, range 14 east; and 

Whereas the water rights of the district under the adjudication decree dated 
November 30, 1923, and under a water certificate dated April 25, 1947, for the 
irrigation of 2,108 acres from the flows cf Clear Creek and Frog Creek are also 
of a priority later than the rights of the company for the said power development 
at White River Falls; and 

Whereas the plan recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior of the United States provides for a reservoir to impound 
approximately 13,060 acre-feet of which 11,860 acre-feet will be considered as 
active storage, and that of the amount of such storage it is proposed that 1,290 
acre-feet shall be stored for power purposes to be used by the company, and to 
be released as may be requested by the company; and 

Whereas the storage and release as outlined in the foregoing paragraph, and 
return flow water will be beneficial to the company; and 

Whereas it is proposed by the parties hereto, in consideration of such release 
and such benefits, that the company will waive its rights to the natural flow of 
Clear Creek during the months of April to October, inclusive: Now therefore, 
it is agreed as follows: 

1. In consideration of the return-flow benefits of stored water set forth above, 
resulting from the construction of the Wasco Dam and Reservoir, the company 
does hereby permit and consent to the use by the district during the months of 
April to October, inclusive, of each year after the completion of the construction 
of said Wasco Dam and Reservoir, of the natural flow of Clear Creek, insofar as 
the company is entitled to such natural flow in connection with the power dam 
and diversion works at White River Falls near the mouth of White River in 
section 7, township 4 south, range 14 east, and consents to a plan of operation 
by which the district may store water at said Wasco Dam and Reservoir and 
divert said stored water and the natural flow of said Clear Creek and Frog Creek 
for irrigation of the 2,108 acres of land of the district, in accordance with the 
decree dated November 30, 1923, and water-right certificate issued April 25, 
1947, notwithstanding the earlier rights of the company. 

2. It is understood and agreed that, insofar as the parties hereto are con- 
cerned and anyone acting in privity with either thereof, there shall be no inter- 
ference with or claim to any of the return flow of the stream or the waters released 
from said reservoir and dam for the use of the company in the operation of its 
powerplant. 

3. It is further understood and agreed that the district will store 1,290 acre-feet 
of water in said reservoir for the use and benefit of the company in the operation 
of its said powerplant, except that the district shall have priority to appropriate 
8,780 acre-feet of the amount stored during any storage season. Such storage 
made for the benefit of the company shall be released when and as may be re- 
quested by the company. 

4. This agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the suc- 
cessors and assigns of the parties hereto. 

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have caused this agreement to be executed 
the day and year first above written. 


JUNIPER Fiat District IMPROVEMENT Co., 
By Rosert Hovman, President, 
Pactric Power & Licut Co., 
By E. Rosert DeJurria, Vice President. 
Attest: 
H. G. Hammer, Secretary. 
(CORPORATE SEAL) 
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The building of this reservoir is the forerunner of appropriating water at the 
mouth of Clear Creek from White River to irrigate some 27,000 acres of land. 
This wili be made possible when the Pacific Power & Light Co. subrogates its 
water rights to the farmers living on Juniper Flat and in the Wamic area north 
of White River. This is the project that was recommended by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the State engineer in their report published in February 1916. 
In that report, as hereinabove mentioned, it was recommended the building of a 
dam at the outlet of Clear Lake for the storage of supplemental water which, 
realized under H. R. 1779, will be the first step in reclaiming the 27,000 acres of 
land as herein stated. 

At the beginning of the irrigation season there is a sufficient supply of direct- 
flow water to irrigate the lands under water right, or the 2,108 acres, in the aver- 
age year, but by July 1 the water diminishes to where the farmers receive only a 
sufficient amount for their domestic and stock use. That by the building of 
Wasco Dam there will be impounded 11,800 acre-feet for irrigation purposes, 
conserving water that would have run down to the sea. It is estimated that by 
the delivery of this storage water the farmers will receive approximately 4 acre- 
feet during the irrigation seasons which extends from May to and including 
October 15. That in addition to doubling production of the crops raised on the 
irrigated lands, it is predicted that there will be an increase of another 1,000 acres 
of irrigated land within the district. 

It is respectfully requested that you recommend the passage of this legislation 
to the Congress of the United States. 


JUNIPER Fiat District IMPROVEMENT Co., 
By T. Letanp Brown, Altorney for District. 

The CuarrmMan. The next witness is Mr. Harold Nelson, Director 
of the Bureau of Reclamation and Mr. McAllister, the planning en- 
gineer for the Bureau. Mr. McAllister, if you would come up and sit 
with Mr. Nelson we can take care of you both at the same time. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD NELSON, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION 


Mr. Newson. Mr. Chairman, my name is H. T. Nelson, Regional 
Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho. In consideration of 
the historical background that Mr. Brown gave you I believe I can 
give you a brief description in the matter of the project works pro- 
posed by this bill. As Mr. Brown brought out the existing Juniper 
Division of the Wapinitia Project Division now includes a diversion 
dam, a collection canal and a system of canals and laterals built by 
private capital that cover a 20,000-acre area but owing to successive 
shortages of water the actual area served by that distribution system 
has been reduced to 2,100 acres. The works proposed by the bill 
before this committee involve the construction of Wasco Dam which 
will be an earth- and rock-filled dam about a half mile below existing 
Clear Creek about 35 feet high, 450 feet long, to impound a total of 
13,000 acre-feet of storage of which about 11,800 will be active capacity. 

It might be well to take a moment to explain the location of the 
proposed works with respect to the existing project and perhaps we 
can clarify a couple of questions that were Passed. 

The CHairmMan. Just a moment; let the record show again that 
Mr. Nelson is referring to the map originally designated. 

Mr. Netson. The area marked as the gray area totals about 27,000 
acres and shows the area for which works were built and an attempt 
was made to develop an irrigation system to cover the entire area and 
a system of ditches upstream from the area to Clear Creek and Frog 
Creek, undertook to pick up natural runoff and spring flow and bring 
that water a distance of some 16 miles to this area which runs about 
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17 miles east and west from Maupin and about 3 to 6 miles north and 
south. So we do have the unusual situation where there is a canal 
system covering the entire 27,000-acre area but there are water rights 
only for 2,100 acres so the landowners in that area were forced to 
successively reduce the acres irrigated until they wound up with this 
very unusual scattered pattern of irrigated acreage near their farm 
homes. 

The Juniper Flat District Improvement Co., the boundaries of that 
company, do actually include the entire area, answering that question. 
The proposed Wasco Dam and Reservoir would be built at the site 
of the previously proposed dams. In fact, as has been mentioned, 
one of them was built and actually washed out. A few years ago the 
Oregon State Fish and Game Department proposed to build a smaller 
dam there to raise the water level for fish and wildlife purposes. Now 
then 

The CuarrMAN. Do they have any rights at the present time? 

Mr. Netson. Sir? 

The CuarrMAN. Do they have any rights at the present time? 

Mr. Nenson. No, sir. The principal purposes of the proposed 
reservoir are twofold. One to provide storage but also to reregulate 
the existing flowing at that site because now owing to the fact that 
they cannot regulate the yield that they do have at this point, a lot 
of water passes downstream early in the spring when it can’t be used 
in the canal system and also to provide carryover storage so that 
from about the middle of July on, they actually run out of water. 
They have no water at all although a sufficient volume has passed 
this site and there are years when there is so little water that it is 
difficult to carry over a stand of alfalfa, it burns up and it is out and 
they have to reseed it in the fall of the year. 

It might be well to describe the proposed dam which will be located 
entirely, almost entirely within the boundaries of the Mount Hood 
National Forest. 

The CHarrMAN. Before you go further, what is the altitude of the 
dam site? 

Mr. Netson. The dam site will be about 3,500 feet. 

The CuHarrmMan. And the district? 

Mr. Netson. The district lands are about 2,000 feet. The cost of 
the project, as calculated in our 1953 report was $518,000. Now we 
received a subsequent comment from the Department of Agriculture 
stating that in consideration of that development in a national forest 
there should be a minimum basic recreational development such as 
access roads of about $35,000 which raised the cost of the project to 
$553,000. Then, the chief engineer’s office has indexed that up to 
present date costs, 1955, and advise that a further increase of about 
$10,000 would be warranted, making a present total cost of $563,000. 
The project would have a benefit-cost ratio of 1.8 to 1, counting direct 
and indirect benefits, or using only direct benefits, a benefit-cost ratio 
of 1.6 to 1. 

The water users can pay a calculated total of around $15,680 a 
year net after all cost of operation, maintenance, and replacement are 
deducted. Now to pay off the estimated cost of this project allocated 
to irrigation which would be $528,000 would require an annual pay- 
ment of $13,200 for 40 years which is within the ability of the water 
users to pay. Under national policy if the recreational facilities are 
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authorized that sum of $35,000 would be considered as nonreim- 
bursable. To pay the $13,200 charged over the acreage of 2,100 would 
require an annual payment per acre of about $6.40 and that added to 
the payment for operation and maintenance would bring the district 
up to about, something like $11.70, somewhere in that range, per acre 
per year. 

Now, of course, with the re-regulated water operation and additional 
storage the district wil] be in much better shape, say initially, so far 
as repayment is concerned than they have been in the past although 
they have actually levied assessment that have gotten as high as 
$10.50, and I understand that the assessment this year for just main- 
tenance alone is $7.50. Now understand the investment has already 
been made in the canal and the lateral system so the proposed project 
will only build the storage reservoir. 

The CuarrMan. May I ask a question there? Is there any out- 
standing indebtedness of the present district? 

Mr. Ne tson. I understand there is none or very small. However, 
the district people could probably answer that better than I. 
I should mention the ownership pattern. Our report indicates 65 
owners and the average holding of irrigated acres is about 35 acres 
each, the largest being about 130 acres irrigated. The economy is 
largely alfalfa or irrigated pasture to support dry land and grazing of 
the other acreages surrounding the green marked areas. 

One last word on the status of our report. As has been brought 
out earlier the report dated March 1954, was circulated to all the 
other Federal agencies, was approved by the agency, was transmitted 
to the President and the Congress April 14, 1955, and ordered printed 
as House Document 193. 

The CHarrMANn. Unless there is an objection House Document No. 
193 and the letters which accompanied it and were made a part of 
the planning report will be made a part of the file. Three of the ac- 
companying letters were placed in the record at the beginning of the 
hearings. Hearing no objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. Netson. That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McAllister, did you wish to make any futher 
statement? 


STATEMENT OF LEE McALLISTER, PLANNING ENGINEER, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. McAuuister. Not unless it would clarify the water rights. 
You asked about that abandonment. The reason that the power 
company cannot abandon that is because they would use that water 
for a large share of the time even though they did stipulate that they 
would allow the irrigation people to use it during the time when their 
water was insufficient. 

The CHatrMan. Where would they use it, around those facilities? 

Mr. McAuuister. The facilities referred to, referring to the map 
are down at the mouth, at the powerhouse as shown on the map. 
Now, in the State of Oregon if you abandon a water right it goes to 
the next user and therefore it is not possible for them to abandon. 
On the other hand, a stipulation of this kind is very effective and in 
the State records we have many such stipulations that are working 
very nicely. 
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Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. McAllister, is it not true the operation of 
this project would benefit the power company? 

Mr. McAuuister. Yes; it would. 

Mr. McFaruanp. In what way? 

Mr. McAuuister. It would benefit the power company in this way, 
that during the latter part of the irrigation season they would get some 
little flow at the lower end. Their powerplant is located down below 
the irrigated lands and they need the power; that is, the most valuable 
power that they could get is in the month of August, September, along 
in there, and that’s when some of this late flow gets down there so 
that’s one way they can benefit. 

The CuarrMAN. All these lands will drain into the main stream of 
White River? 

Mr. McAuuister. All but the powerplant; yes, sir. 

Mr. McFaruanp. One further question. Mr. McAllister, would 
the 1,290 acre-feet in the storage reservoir for the use of the power 
company adversely affect the water supply for the district lands? 

Mr. McAuuisterR. No; that wouldn’t adversely affect the water 
supply for the reason that the power company cannot use it anytime 
it is required for the irrigation which is set out in the stipulation. 

The CHarrMANn. You heard Mr. Brown’s testimony, Mr. McAllister, 
about 1,000 additional acres being benefited from the proposed project. 
Would you show the committee by referring to the map where those 
lands are located? 

Mr. McAuuster. Well, actually you couldn’t show where they 
would be located for this reason. Practically all of the gray area on 
the map are fine lands that could be irrigated that could pay. There’s 
no difference whatsoever in the texture of the soil or the ability of the 
stream to produce irrigated conditions so if they wanted to use, if 
they could have in the future any extra water they could use it 
practically any place under their canal system. Now, since their 
canal system covers the entire area they could change any place. 
In our report we have a classification that covers the entire area and 
that classification indicates as I have mentioned a late irrigation. 

The Cuarrman. I have difficulty of determining how you're going 
to have late flow which will benefit the power company and yet have 
the water used over and over again by other users within that 1,000- 
acre area. 

Mr. Netson. May I supplement, sir? Our report does not recog- 
nize that water will be used on more than the 2,100 acres. 

The CHarrRMAN. I understand that. 

Mr. Netson. Because our analysis indicates that the water rights 
were tied to that particular acreage. Now, we, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, will negotiate a repayment contract, or we will propose a 
repayment contract with the improvement company that will be a 
liability-type contract. In other words, it will be up to the company 
to return the $13,200 a year. It’s consideration in so doing, they may 
change their assessable acreage, but I believe that in so doing they 
would have to comply with the laws of the State of Oregon insofar as 
the water right situation is concerned, but we assume that we’ll supply 
a full supply to 2,100 acres of land but it could give or take a little. 

The CuatrMan. Under the stipulation the power company has the 
right to call for the water as soon as this 2,108 acres have been satis- 
factorily taken care of? 
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Mr. McAuuister. Provided also—that’s right—you’ve taken care 
of the 2,100 acres, but to supplement this late flow you’ve got to 
remember that you must consider a lag in time. Now this irrigation 
season runs to a certain time in the fall when the growing season is 
over and after that you get the late flow which they can’t use for irriga- 
tion, so there is where you get much of the late flow. One of the criti- 
cal months so far as power is concerned is November and December. 
That’s one answer to the late flow. 

The CuarrmMan. Mrs. Pfost, do you have any questions? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Nelson, did I understand 
you to say that the present operation and maintenance is over $7 
per year per acre? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prost. And that on a 40-year payout these farmers will be 
paying $11.70 per acre per year? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prost. Can the farmers in this area stand $11.70 per acre? 

Mr. Netson. Well, analysis shows that they can. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, in my State of Idaho an assessment of almost 
$12 per acre is a pretty high assessment. 

Mr. Nexson. I will grant you on the older projects that is true. 
On the newer ones, however, they are approving that figure, others 
are now running about $12. 

Mr. McAuuister. Another thing that enters into it is the other 
lands, your pasture and other lands near or are dryland farming 
which helps, and another factor that comes in is their grazing, but 
actually this is just supplemental, the amount that they raise for 
alfalfa lands. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes; but Mr. McAllister, if I understand correctly, 
there probably will be an annual charge of $6.40 per acre for this 
supplemental water? 

Mr. Netson. That’s right. 

Mr. McAuuister. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prost. That seems pretty expensive to me. 

Mr. Netson. I believe we could emphasize the point made that 
the income of each of these farmers is not confined to the actual area 
irrigated. They have a holding that includes that as a part of an 
operation that also includes some stock, some grazing land under 
probably Taylor grazing allotments, also some dry farming, so that 
in effect the water charge is going to improve the value of the base 
operation. However, I think you can develop that in questioning 
the witnesses from the project area. 

Mr. McAuutster. Of course, another factor coming in there too, 
if you just sold hay, the price of hay there is much higher than it is 
in the Snake River Valley or even farther west for the reason that if 
they would bale their hay and there is a big market for hay, is close 
to the tillable area and the Willamette Basin and they have very 
rapid transportation and in hauling much of that hay to Portland by 
truck and their hay at all times is from $2 to $3 or $4 higher. 

Mrs. Prost. I don’t suppose you’re familiar with the price of hay 
in that area right now? 

Mr. McAuutstser. Yes; I am—$25 or $30. 

Mrs. Prost. That’s all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Congressman Coon, do you have a question? 
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Mr. Coon. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Nelson, the reservoir would be built in the 
national forest. Has an agreement been worked out with the national 
forest officials with respect to that construction and operation? 

Mr. Neuson. Mr. McFarland, all the area covered by the reservoir 
has been withdrawn under a reclamation withdrawal. There is a 
small holding that is privately owned. The Department of Agri- 
culture through the Forest Service did comment that in constructing 
a reservoir of that kind in the national forest area that facilities 
ought to be provided to go along with it, but there is an agreement 
that if the minimum basic facilities are constructed the Forest Service 
does not object to the construction of the reservoir and would 
administer the recreational aspects of it. 

Mr. McFar.anp. The department’s report recognizes that the 
$34,000 that would be spent on minimum recreational facilities would 
be nonreimbursable; is that correct? 

Mr. McA.LLisTER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFaruanp. And that would not be a burden on the water 
users? 

Mr. McAuuister. No, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. At this time in order to accommodate one of the 
witnesses the Chair recognizes and calls to the witness stand Mr. 
Marion T. Weatherford, chairman of the Upper Columbia Basin 
Commission for any statements as he may wish to make. It is your 
intention to read the whole statement or to talk toit Mr. Weatherford? 





STATEMENT OF MARION T. WEATHERFORD, CHAIRMAN, 
UPPER COLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION 





Mr. WeatuHerForD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the state- 
ment included in the record and with your permission since it is a 
rather brief statement I have permission to read it. 

The CHarrRMAN. You may proceed and by so doing it will be made a 
part of the record. 

Mr. WraTHERFORD. My name is Marion T. Weatherford, chairman 
of the Upper Columbia River Basin Commission of Oregon. Honor- 
able Chairman and members of the subcommittee, in behalf of the 
Upper Columbia River Basin Commission of Oregon I wish to present 
to you our wholehearted endorsement of H. R. 1779 to authorize con- 
struction of the Bureau of Reclamation Wapinitia project, Juniper 
division. 

Our commission was established by the Oregon Legislature to assist 
the people of our State east of the Cascade Mountains in their co- 
ordinated planning for comprehensive water resource development. 

Following its investigations of this project at the request of affected 
water users in that area, the commission on April 30, 1954, endorsed 
it fully and urged its approval by the Bureau of Ree Jamation and the 
Department of the Interior. 

The commission found this project to be the culmination of efforts 
by landowners which commenced in the early 1880’s when the first 
irrigation ditch was dug in the Wapinitia area. Considerably later 
a definite project was formed and water was brought to the project in 
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1917, using the natural flow from Clear Creek and tributaries. Plans 
at that time including recommendations by Recalmation Service and 
State engineers for construction of a Clear Lake dam failed to mate- 
rialize because of a lack of funds. 

Since that time landowners on the Wapinitia project have farmed 
their lands as well as possible with the limited supplies of water avail- 
able for the natural streamflow, which dwindles heavily in the summer 
months when irrigation supplies are most needed. As a result, most 
water users have found it necessary to use their limited supplies on 
only a part of their lands, leaving portions with water rights unirrigated 
for lack of available water. 

This condition has handicapped Wapinitia project farmers and has 
restricted their crop and livestock production, limiting their incomes 
and the economy of that area. 

This project now provides an opportunity to round out the produc- 
ing acreage on each of these farms, increasing each farmer’s output 
and firming up his economy and that of the area. We know of no 
finer goal for further reclamation development in the building of our 
State and the Nation. 

Our commission finds that this most desirable objective can be 
achieved here on an extremely sound financial basis, with complete 
repayment of the estimated $518,000 construction costs by the water 
users within a 40- or 50-year period. With necessary canals and 
distribution facilities already built and in operation for a number of 
years past, project construction is limited to Wasco Dam at the 
outlet of Clear Lake. 

It is our understanding that all reports received on this project have 
been favorable, including these from States in the Columbia River 
Basin and from affected Federal agencies including the Department of 
the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Wapinitia project, Juniper division has strong local and area 
support, and our commission respectfully urges its approval by your 
committee. We urge also that H. R. 1779 be considered and enacted 
promptly by the 2d session of the 84th Congress upon its convening in 
January 1956, so that the moderate amount of funds required for 
construction of this deserving and much-needed reclamation project 
may be appropriated during the same session next year. Respect- 
fully submitted, Upper Columbia River Basin Commission of Oregon, 
by the Chairman. 

The CuatrMan. Thank you, Mr. Weatherford. You understand 
how difficult it is to meet that last request? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. Yes; I do. 

The CHAIRMAN. Because although it is presently being worked on 
it will take a couple of very good United States Senators to get this 
by even though our committee and Congress should happen to 
deliver the authorization in time. 

Mr. WeartuHerrorpD. Thank you, sir. I might say we have con- 
siderable confidence in our congressional representatives. 

-The CHatrMAN. Don’t be too hard on them if they don’t get it. 
Do you have personnel in your organization which permits you to go 
into a project such as this rather extensively before you make your 
determination of support or nonsupport? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. We do not have engineering personnel as such. 
However, we have available to us the services of the State engineer. 
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The Cuarrman. And you have studied this project? 

Mr. WEATHERFORD. d we have studied this project, sir; yes, sir. 

Mr. CuHarrmMan. Do you have any questions, Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. Are you familiar with the canals and distribution facil- 
ities about which you speak of on page 2 of your statement? 

Mr. WrEATHERFORD. In general; yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Is it your opinion then that the present facilities will 
be adequate to take care of the additional reservoir supply? 

Mr. WearuHerForp. Yes, Congresswoman Pfost; that has been 
discussed. That is so. 

Mrs. Prost. That’s all. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. No questions. 

The CHarrman. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. No questions. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Weatherford. 

The next witness will be Mr. Lewis Stanley, State engineer of the 
State of Oregon. 

Mr. Stanley. 


STATEMENT OF LEWIS STANLEY, STATE ENGINEER, STATE OF 
OREGON 


Mr. Stanuey. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee 

The CuHarrMan. You may be seated if you desire. 

Mr. Sranuey. Thank you. I had occasion about a year ago to 
review for the first time this report of the Bureau of Reclamation on the 
Juniper division. I did that at the request of Governor Patterson 
and made one report. In that I made it clear, I think, that the 
project is engineeringly feasible. It’s a good project. It’s one of 
the rare projects that can pay out but I also expressed a little concern 
over that annual charge that Congresswoman Pfost has mentioned. 
It seems pretty high as the annual charges of irrigated land in Oregon, 
and then this last fall I had the first opportunity in many years to go 
over that project again and I went up there, examined the dam site 
and it is a good dam site. It is a good reservoir site. That area that 
you see marked as the reservoir area, some 550 acres is practically 
as flat as this floor and it narrows down to a canyon where a com- 
paratively short dam will create the necessary storage. I examined 
some of the canals, the new canal work and I find that system to be in 
good condition. I think the past performance of the people on this 

roject is one of the best recommendations that could be had for it. 

hat is, they have carried their own load and it has been rather 
heavy and has totaled up to as much as over $10 per year. Now, when 
I eked at that land last fall I got a new concept of the value of 
irrigation water in that area. It isn’t a typical, a normal irrigation 
project as it is ordinarily considered because the farmers in this area do 
not depend for their livelihood or their total income on these lands. 
Each of those little green spots is the nucleus of a much larger farm. 
Water in an area like that can be of untold value. There might be a 
time when a man might pay $1 for a glass of water if he was thirsty 
enough and he would pay it. In this case the water is worth much 
more than it is on the ordinary irrigated farm. I believe that’s all 
I have to say except that the project does have the unqualified ap- 
proval of the State of Oregon. 
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The CHarrMAn. How do you obtain your appointment? 

Mr. Stanuey. I’m appointed by the governor. 

The CHarrMan. And serve during the pleasure of the incumbent? 

Mr. Stanuey. Yes; well, normally the State engineers in Oregon 
have served right on through successive administrations, but I’m 
appointed for a term of 4 years and that 4-year term will extend 
over into the next administration, as I just took office about a year 
ago. 

The CuarrMan. Is this office dependent upon confirmation by the 
State senate? 

Mr. Stanuey. No. 

The CuarrmMan. Could you advise the committee as to the official 
position of the present administration of Oregon relative to this 
project? 

Mr. Stanuey. It is favorable; yes, sir. 

The CHarrMAN. At the present time? 

Mr. STanueEy. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. In line with the report which has been made a 
part of the file in this matter? 

Mr. STANLEY. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. When you were present in the area did you find 
any site which could be used with a sufficient amount of water to 
irrigate the whole 25,000 to 27,000 acre area of the project? 

Mr. Stanuny. No; that was studied as a part of that Whistler- 
Lewis report that Mr. Brown mentioned to you but that involved, 
that was a part of a development from White River. There isn’t 
enough water in this Clear Lake area to irrigate that entire body of 
land no matter how much storage you have. 

The CHarrMAN. Is it your opinion that the proposed use of the water 
in this area is the most efficient use of water that can be made of that 
water? 

Mr. Stanutey. That involves one question. I can say I think with 
probably a qualified ‘““Yes’’ that it has the best known use of it that we 
have. There is considerable loss of water between that reservoir, 
that’s loss of seepage in the canals but it is the only place that I know 
of where that water could be used and the most beneficial place. 

The CHarrMAN. Of course my question goes to the proposed diver- 
sion. In other words, would it be more efficient to authorize the larger 
project to firm up the whole area than to take it piecemeal as this 
attempts to do? 

Mr. Stanuey. No; we can’t do it with a larger project because of 
the waterpower right of the Pacific Power & Light Co. 

The CHarrMan. Do you have any questions, Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. I have one. Mr. Stanley, at the time you com- 
mented on the Department’s report you did express concern with 
respect to the prior right of the power company. Are you familiar 
with the agreement that has been worked out? 

Mr. Stanuey. Yes; I have it on file in my office. 

Mr. McFartanp. Are you satisfied with that agreement? 

Mr. StTantey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFartanp. That the water users are protected? 

Mr. STANLEY. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Stanley. 

The Chair calls to the witness stand Mr. E. M. Nelson, county 
agent for the county of Wasco. We are very glad to have you before 
the committee, Mr. Nelson, and you may proceed. Do you have a 
written statement? 


STATEMENT OF E. M. NELSON, WASCO COUNTY AGENT 


Mr. Neuson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, may | 
have permission to read my report? 

The CHarrMan. Do you have extra copies? 

Mr. Netson. I only have the one copy, I’m sorry. | only learned 
yesterday that it would be advisable to have a written statement and 
not being familiar with the procedure here I just have the one copy. 

The Cuarrman. You may read your statement, but if you divert 
from your written statement please call it to the attention of the re- 
porter so that she doesn’t necessarily have to take down all of your 
statement but she can get the necessary interpolations. 

Mr. Netson. Thank you. My name is E. M. Nelson, county 
agent of Wasco County for the past 10 years 

“You will notice from the map of the W apinitia project and from 
what has been said that it comprises something over 26,000 acres, 
The project area is some 20 miles long and 9 miles wide. It is an im- 
portant segment of the farming area of Wasco County. 

It is an area from which the people have contributed much to the 
history and progress of the county. Dee Woodside, for instance, has 
done more than anyone else to promote and build up the county fair. 
The farmers here have been particularly active in the county live- 
stock association. Some of the officers live in this area. Many of 
these fine folks helped organize a county prepaid medical and hospital 
program. They have served also on the national farm program ac- 
tivities. Raymond Crabtree, for instance, is a member of the county 
committee. These people have always been ready and willing to 
take a hand in anything that would advance the agriculture and well- 
being of the county. Many of them are 4-H Club members. It is 

estimated that there are at least a dozen, perhaps two dozen, different 
organizations in the community. Some of these are women’s groups, 
such as two home extension units and a garden club. 

The farmers on Juniper Flat are fortunately located in many 
respects, as you may note from the maps, in being close to the per- 
petual snow-covered Mount Hood. It is from the high mountain 
areas that they have a source of water for irrigation, but this supply 
has not been adequate during the summer months. 

The climate of the area is semiarid and is characterized by warm 
dry summers and cool damp winters. The bulk of the precipitation 
occurs during the winter months. Total annual precipitation aver- 
ages about 14 inches. Although the highest recorded temperature is 
109° F. and the minimum is —21° F., the average annual temper- 
ature is about 50° F. The average date of the last killing frost is the 
spring on May 31, the frost-free season is some 100 days i in length. 
The growing season has a high percentage of clear days. 

There are 70 or 71 ranchers who are members of the Juniper Flat 
District Improvement Co. These people have invested $160,000 in 
improving their irrigation canals leading from Clear Lake and Frog 
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Lake to their individual ranches. They have invested further thou- 
sands of dollars in improving the irrigation ditches on their own 
ranches. 

The population within the Juniper division is estimated to be 
2,150 persons. There are some 50 or more other ranchers in the area 
besides the 70 who would benefit indirectly by a more adequate water 
supply from Clear Lake. The ranches average about 800 acres in size, 
of which about half, or 400 acres, are tillable. The principal crop 
grown at the present time is wheat, but irrigated pastures, alfalfa, 
cattle and sheep are also important now and will probably predominate 
when adequate water becomes available. 

The soil varies in depth from 2 feet to about 6 feet, with an average 
depth of around 4 feet. The soil materials are largely loessial mate- 
rials. They are brown and vary from a very fine sandy loam to heavy 
silt loams in texture. They are permeable, allowing free movement of 
water and air and penetration by plant roots. They are well drained, 
yet have good waterholding capacity per foot of depth. In the under- 
strata are large broken basalt rocks overlying basalt bedrock. In 
some places the soils are calcareous, with lime accumulation occuring 
at depths ranging from 18 to 36 inches below the surface. 

Although the irrigated lands will be utilized for production of alfalfa 
hay and pasture, the soils are well suited to the production of other 
crops. 

Soils throughout the area have good internal drainage, yet they are 
heavy enough in texture that it is not likely that they would be 
irrigated beyond the water-holding capacity and thereby contribute 
to the development of a high water table. Also, examination of 
exposed rock profile indicates that the underlying basalt is creviced 
and would allow for escape of water that may be lost by deep percola- 
tion. The slope of the land is adequate and the natural drainage 
channels are sufficient to provide good surface drainage. 

The soils of the area are relatively free from harmful salt accumu- 
lations. Water for irrigation is of excellent quality and there isno 
danger of adding harmful salt accumulations from continued irri- 

ation. 

7 With water this soil becomes very productive, but with the limited 
water supply that has been available and with the natural rainfall, 
the production of crops and livestock is limited. The average rainfall 
is approximately 14 inches annually. Under the summer-fallow system 
of farming, this will produce from 15 to 20 bushels of wheat per acre 
and a limited amount of dryland forage. There is at present 10,000 
or 11,000 acres of wheat and there are about 10,000 or 11,000 acres 
in the area that is empty—Uncle Sam asked for a reduction. Alfalfa 
hay is grown on most all the ranches with the partial irrigation that 
has been available. There are about 1,300 acres of alfalfa and irri- 
gated pasture. Yields have averaged around 3 tons per acre. With 
adequate water, which means an additional 2 to 3 acre-feet, yields of 
alfalfa could be doubled or increased to 6 tons per acre. 

The CHarrMAN. Repeat that, if you will, Mr. Nelson? 

Mr. Netson. With adequate water, which means an additional 
2 to 3 acre-feet, yields of alfalfa could be doubled or increased to 
6 tons per acre. 

The 70 or 71 water users at the present time have 2,108 acres of 
irrigable land. With 3 acre-feet additional water being required, 
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this total could be raised to some 6,000 acre-feet of water, being neces- 
sary for the season. The lake impounded by the proposed dam would 
store 13,060 acre-feet, of which 11,080 acre-feet is active storage. 
Therefore, the water impounded by the dam would be adequate for 
the number of tillable acres in the Juniper division, with an allowance 
for some possible expansion if the board of directors of the improve- 
ment district should see fit to allocate water to new users. 

With the additional water becoming available, it is not expected 
that the type of agriculture would be greatly changed. The added 
water would make it possible for these ranchers to become more self- 
sustaining. It would enable them to increase their livestock opera- 
tions on the average as much as three times over the present numbers. 
This is in natural cattle country, but the number of head of cattle on 
individual ranches is limited largely by the amount of pasture available 
during summer months. Where it now takes up to several acres for 
1 animal unit of livestock on dryland pasture during the summer, 
this could be reduced so 3 to 4 beef cows could graze on each acre of 
urigated pasture. 

There is sufficient feed grown now for winter use and there is more 
than enough feed in the early spring months. The limiting factor is 
the dry soil conditions and Sack of pasture during the summer and 
early fall. The additional water, therefore, would be used principally 
for irrigated pastures on which beef cattle would be run and for the 
production of alfalfa hay. 

We estimate that these people now have a return for their own labor 
and management and return to capital amounting to about $3,000 
net annually. With the additional water that would be provided by 
Wasco Dam, the net income would be increased by at least a third. 

We feel that these are conservative figures and it is our observation 
that people in this county make progress much more rapidly after 
they obtain water for irrigation. We have in this county numerous 
wells that have been drilled for irrigation purposes and we have others 
who have developed water resources either by ditches from creeks or 
impounded dams or by developing springs, and even though the costs 
appear to be considerably higher than the costs for providing the 
water in this particular project, these people have progressed through 
the years. 

This project appears to have a very favorable benefit-cost ratio of 
1.6 to 1. Repayment ability figured at moderately priced agricul- 
tural values exceeds annual repayment costs by $2,730, indicating 
repayment of construction costs in full in 40 years. 

I feel these figures are quite conservative. 

Many of these people, however, are beginning to feel the economic 
squeeze that agriculture is facing now and that could become even 
worse in the future. They need this water to stabilize their income. 
1 feel it is quite essential to the economy of the area. 

The CHarrman. Thank you. I don’t quite understand your 
reference to the question of wheat production. You suggest that 
possibly there would be a reduction in the wheat. acreage and yet you 
state in one part of your statement that the type of farming will 
more than likely not be changed. Now, is it your understanding 
that what is presently used of the land, is presently used for the pro- 
duction of wheat, and land to receive the additional water supply 
wil] be continued to be used for the production of wheat or go into 
alfalfa or some other crop? 
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Mr. Netson. Well, I think we will see a gradual increase in the 
acres of irrigated pasture particularly and some of that will un- 
doubtedly come from the wheat acreage and to that extent there will 
be some change perhaps in the type of agriculture, but we already 
have wheat and cattle and alfalfa and irrigated pasture to some 
extent. There will probably be some expansion in that type of 
agriculture. 

The CHatrMan. Will this provide for a more economical use of the 
land for pasturage than it would for the production of crops? Is 
it your position that the land is more beneficial for use of pasturage 
than it is for crops? 

Mr. Netson. We feel in this county that one of our high return 
lands of production is from our irrigated pasture. 

The Cuartrman. If the land which is now growing wheat should 
have sufficient water how much will that increase the yield of wheat? 

Mr. Netson. Oh, it could possibly double in the yield of wheat. 
I would think that would be a maximum figure. It would vary with 
the season, the amount of additional fertilizer used, but it could 
increase the yield of wheat also with water to quite an extent. 

The CHatrMAN. That wouldn’t be as valuable a crop in your 
opinion as the increase in the benefits to be derived from pasture land? 

Mr. Netson. That is right. 

The CHarrMaNn. In other words, you can state that as far as this 
being a community of wheat production, that would not be affected 
adversely, is that correct? 

Mr. Ne son. That’s right. I can give as an illustration of that a 
farmer on Jap Hollow who has recently drilled a well and has taken 
much of his good bottom land that has been in wheat and is now 
planning to put that into irrigated pasture. 

The CHAIRMAN. That’s a question we always have to anticipate 
when we bring these things before Congress. Of course, this is a 
smaller project and perhaps doesn’t mean too much, but it would 
be nice if we could take some surplus commodity and reduce it by a 
little bit. Are there any drainage problems at all in this area? 

Mr. Netson. I don’t know of any. I doubt if there would be. 

The CuHarrMan. It’s you opinion that they will not be increased 
if there are any? 

Mr. Netson. No. 

The CHatrMan. By this program. Do you think having been in 
this area for approximately 10 years that these farmers can stand— 
that is the water users, can stand the additional cost per acre that this 
project would place upon them? 

Mr. Netson. From what we can see at the present time as to what 
the future holds I would say that they can. 

The CHarrMAN. $11 plus is not an unreasonable amount? 

Mr. Netson. No. 

The CuatrMAN. You referred to the benefit-cost ratio of 1.6 to 1— 
I thought it was 1.8 to 1, but that doesn’t make any difference. Does 
that take into consideration direct benefits only or indirect benefits 
included in that amount? If you can’t answer the question, maybe 
Mr. Nelson of the Bureau will answer it. 

Mr. Netson. That was taken from the report and I believe it 
includes the direct benefits. However, I’m not entirely 

Mr. Harotp Ne xson. Direct benefits only for the 1.6 to 1. 
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The CuHatrMan. The 1.8 to 1, Mr. Harold Nelson, includes the 
indirect benefits? 

Mr. Harotp Netson. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have any questions, Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. I would like to clarify just a little bit more. You said 
the average alfalfa yield is about 2 or 3 tons per acre? 

Mr. Ne tson. That’s right. 

Mr. Coon. And you thought with the additional supplemental 
water it could probably be raised to 6 tons per acre? 

Mr. Netson. That’s right. 

Mr. Coon. That would make an additional income on your 1,300 
acres of alfalfa about $50 an acre? 

Mr. Netson. That is correct. 

Mr. Coon. Depending on the hay price, somewhere around $50 per 
acre additional income? 

Mr. Netson. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Coon. That would be a substantial increase in that amount 
and I believe you said 1,300 acres about of alfalfa? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. 

Mr. Coon. That would be a very nice increase there in the income 
then of that land? 

Mr. Ne son. At the present price of hay it would be considerably 
more than that. They were getting upward from $35 a ton and with 
3 tons additional it would be $7 or $100. 

Mr. Coon. Total gross? 

Mr. Netson. Yes; total gross. 

The CHarrman. Thank you. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFar.anp. No questions. 

The CuatrMan. Thank you very: much. At this time the com- 
mittee will take a 5-minute recess. 

(Thereupon after a short recess the following proceedings were had, 
to wit:) . 

The Cuatrman. The committee will now resume its hearings. The 
next witness is W. S. Nelson, secretary of The Dalles Chamber of 
Commerce. Not present at this time? All right; we’ll proceed to 
some other witness and come back to him. 

Mr. Robert Holman, president, Juniper Flat District Improvement 
Co., and a water user. We always like to have those people who will 
pay for the project as well as benefit by it appear before this com- 
mittee. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT HOLMAN, PRESIDENT, JUNIPER FLAT 
DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT CO. 


Mr. Houtman. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, members of the com- 
mittee, with your permission I would sort of like to read my report. 
I believe I can get through it. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have any copies of it at all? 

Mr. Houtman. No; I haven’t. 

The CuarrMaNn. That’s all right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Hotman. My name is Robert Holman and I’ve been a member 
of the board of directors of the Juniper Flat Improvement Co. for 
the past 6 years. I’m one of the farmers on this project who own 
and operate farms in this area. 
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The Wapinitia project is located in Wasco County of north central 
Oregon on Juniper Flat. 

Irrigation has been only partially successful due to the limited 
water supplies that we now have available. Existing water rights 
call for the delivery of water to 2,108 acres of land. By the time 
we need this water for the crops the early runoffs are over and there 
isn’t enough to go around. 

Our soils are very fertile where water is applied and our growing 
season has a very high percentage of clear warm days. The climate 
is semiarid. ‘Total annual precipitation averages about 14.00 inches. 

We have good road facilities to our markets. Portland is about 
100 miles from Maupin and The Dalles is approximately 45 miles 
away. 

The principal source of our water is the streamflow of Clear Creek 
and Frog Creek. 

A dam at Clear Lake would store early runoff and would have an 
active storage capacity of 12,000 acre-feet. The lake now covers 160 
acres but when full would inundate nearly 600 acres. 

This dam would be about 12 miles south of Government Camp 
and approximately 2 miles from Highway No. 26. It would be in 
the heart of one of our finest recreation areas. 

Water released from the dam would continue to flow’on down 
Clear Creek 6 miles to our existing diversion facilities. 

For the past several years we have spent large sums of money 
enlarging our complete canal system, which is over 100 miles in 
length. We are also installing all new concrete headgates and weirs 
as well as enlarging many of the culverts at road crossings. 

The farmers have been voting high assessments each year with the 
hope that this dam would be built in the near future. We feel that 
if this does become a reality we can lower our regular assessments 
and easily pay for the dam over a 40- or 50-year period. Our assess- 
ments have fluctuated quite a bit, but since we started working on 
this project to get a dam we have steadily increased our assessments. 
I believe it was 1943, or 1942 the assessments were only $1.50 an 
acre so we feel that we can drop these assessments if the dam is built, 
considerably, because all of our existing structures are ready for 
this water. 

The principal crops in our area are wheat and alfalfa. Wheat is 
raised on summer fallowed ground. By that we mean only half of 
our ground is in crop each year, the other half is idle, just storing 
water. You will notice on the map that the farms are not large; 
800 acres seems to be pretty much the average and half of this amount 
is tillable ground. We have to diversify our farming as our wheat 
land will not support us at today’s standards. We need more major 
crops. : 

Alfalfa is the only crop that we have been able to raise successfully 
irrigating under present conditions. We do have a fine market for 
this crop and then of course most of the farmers have cattle in con- 
junction with their farm operations, thus utilizing a large portion of 
the hay raised. 

We farmers would like to have irrigated pastures for our livestock. 
At the present time many farmers have permits to run cattle in our 
national forests during the summer months. But there is a strong 
feeling that this pasture will some day be available only for our wild- 
life and recreation areas. 
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Almost every farm in the community is dependent on irrigation 
water for their livestock. About half of the farmers depend on this 
water for domestic use. There are 44 drilled wells in the community, 
but these are costly and in certain areas the drillers had to give up 
due to certain rock formations. They just couldn’t hit water. 

The dam and reservoir will benefit many people as a recreation site. 
Recreation is an accepted part of our everyday living in this era. We 
are all aware that our present parks, and camping and fishing sites 
become more crowded each year. Therefore the dam will serve a duel 
purpose and effect the lives and economy of many people favorably. 

As always money enters into this discussion. To buy and sell, in 
a word, trade, is what our economy is based on. Irrigation, which 
will in turn bring about maximum production will increase the farmers 
ability to buy. This will mean new and increased business for every- 
one in the area. The recreation facilities, when they are available, 
will bring about a substantial increase, as will the construction and 
maintenance of the dam and reservoir. 

The construction costs have been estimated at $518,000, which 
will be repaid by water users in accordance with the reclamation law, 
within 40 years after water comes to the land. Each and everyone 
of us, whether we are fishermen, farmers, retail businessmen, or 
construction workers will realize the benefits of this project long 
before the debt is paid. Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Holman. How long 
have you lived in this area? 

Mr. Houtman. 39 years. 

The CHatrMAN. Practically raised there, is that right? 

Mr. Hotman. Just about. 

The CHarrMAN. You’ve been chairman of the board for 6 years? 

Mr. Hoitman. Four years. I’ve been on the board 6 years; this is 
my 6th year. 

The CHarrman. I think that testimony has been given that there 
are 70 or 71 prospective water users who would take water from the 
dam; is that correct? 

Mr. Houtman. That’s correct. 

The CuarrMan. Do you know of anyone of those 71 who are 
opposed to this program? 

Mr. Houtman. I don’t know of anyone that is actually opposed. 

The CHarrMan. And notice has been brought to each one of the 
prospective water users? 

Mr. Houtman. That’s right. 

The CHatrMAN. What’s the size of the farm which you operate? 

Mr. Houtman. Eight hundred acres. 

The CHArRMAN. How many acres can you presently irrigate? 

Mr. Houtman. I| have 60 acres in alfalfa and some years I just don’t 
get over that. My last irrigation, this year, I got over about45. 

The CHatrMAN. Do you know of anyone of the users who irrigates 
more than 160 acres? 

Mr. Houtman. No. 

The CuHarrMan. And under the program proposed no one would 
attempt to irrigate land in excess of acreage limitation of the present 
law; is that correct? 

Mr. Houtman. No. 

The CHarrMan. Mrs. Pfost? 
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Mrs. Prost. Mr. Holman, how many cuttings of hay do you get 
each year? 

Mr. Hotman. This year we got two. 

Mrs. Prost. What is hay selling for in this area at the present time? 

Mr. Houtman. $30 at the ranch. 

Mrs. Prost. Is that baled or long? 

Mr. Houtman. That’s baled. 

Mrs. Prost. You spoke about 44 drilled wells being in the area. 
Are they all producing water at present? 

Mr. Houtman. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. For irrigation purposes? 

Mr. Houtman. No; just for domestic and stock use. 

Mrs. Prost. Then some of the farmers do not have their own water 
supply for domestic purposes? 

Mr. Homan. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. You also mentioned that you anticipated the operation 
and maintenance cost would not be as great in the future. What do 
you base that assumption on? 

Mr. Houtman. Well, we have enlarged our entire canal system. 
We have our own shovel and we just dug these ditches to where they 
would carry twice to three times as much water as they formerly did. 
A number of years we just had wooden structures for diversion gates 
and weirs but we have been replacing all those with concrete and steel 
and we have just about covered the entire area with our headgates 
and like I mentioned we put in a lot of road culverts, made the cross- 
ings larger, different roads and highways and we are putting in all 
new steel fluming; that’s a free-flowing weir and we feel that this year, 
this coming year, 1956, that we will be able to drop our assessments 
probably $1.50 an acre. 1955 we charged $7.50 and there is a possi- 
bility this next year that we will be down to $6. 

Mrs. Prost. And the $7.50 for 1955 included some construction 
costs of the canal system? 

Mr. Hotman. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. How much of the $7.50 was for construction charges? 

Mr. Hotman. Well, it’s rather difficult for me to break that down. 
I might give you some rough figures. Our ditch rider—let’s see, we 
paid him around $2 an acre for looking after the water. Then we 
allotted so much for flumes and weirs, things like that I know we 
allotted 50 cents an acre and then for headgates and so on and so forth, 
ene to about another 50 cents an acre, so without getting 

ou lost 
7 Mrs. Prost. Let’s put it this way: Do you know what your opera- 
tion and maintenance charge was for 1955, just operation and mainte- 
nance? 

Mr. Houtman. Well, let’s see—we’re still operating and we’ll prob- 
ably spend all of our money, we generally do. This $7.50 would be— 
7 times 2,108 








Mrs. Prost. I’m sorry I didn’t make my question clear. Of the 
$7.50, approximately how much of that was maintenance expense 
per acre? 

Mr. Houtman. Probably half. 

Mrs. Prost. Then, in other words, approximately $3.25 is now being 
applied to construction charges? 

r. Hotman. That’s right. 
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Mrs. Prost. How many years will construction charges run to pay 
for present facilities? 

r. Houtman. We should have this pretty well completed this next 
year. 
a Prost. Then you expect your charges to drop from $7.50 to 

Mr. Houtman. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Approximately? 

Mr. Houtman. Yes, that’s right. We may be able to come down 
more than that. 

The CHarrman. If I may, I would suggest that the committee 
request Mr. Holman to forward a breakdown to you of the moneys 
received and the manner of expenditures for the last 3 or 4 years. 

Mrs. Prost. That would be appreciated. 

Mr. CuarrmMan. Could you do that, Mr. Holman? 

Mr. Houtman. Yes; I would be glad to. 

The CuarrMan. We will make it a part of the record at this point 
unless there is an objection. 


Statement of annual maintenance, Juniper Flat District Improvement Co., 
Maupin, Oreg. 
Disbursements: 
Salaries and labor (gross): 
Secretary-treasurer 
Ditch walker 
Other labor 


Machine expenses: 
Machine repairs 
Machine hire 


Total, 2,108 acres, at $4.41 per acre 


Mrs. Prosr. Then one question, if I may Mr. Chairman, please: 
Mr. Holman, do you feel then at the present anticipated prices of 
approximately $6 that you say you’ll have to pay in 1956, that you 
can stand an additional $6.40 per acre on your land? 

Mr. Houtman. I feel that I could. 

Mrs. Prost. That would make your charges approximately $12.40 
per irrigated acre? 

Mr. Houtman. We would gladly do that if I knew we were going to 
get the dam next year. Although like I stated, I feel that we can 
probably drop our assessments a little more each year until we just 
get down to just bare operating cost. 

Mrs. Prosr. Of course yout have a construction cost of $6.40 per 
aere per year for 40 years for the new dam and then your maintenance 
will be on top of that? 
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Mr. Honman. Yes, that is correct. Maybe I didn’t quite under- 
stand you? 

Mrs. Prost. This new dam will cost you $6.40 per year per acre 
and my question was, with that additional $6.40 per acre and the 
maintenance of the present facilities and the new dam structure on 
top of it, do you feel that you can stand that charge? 

Mr. Hotman. Yes, I do. 

Mrs. Prost. $12.40 per acre? 

Mr. Houtman. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Prost. All right, thank you very much, Mr. Holman. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. If I may, may I express on the record my appre- 
ciation to Mr. Holman for taking me over the project area yesterday 
and to the dam site. As Mr. Holman says, they are reworking their 
distribution system, putting in more permanent-type structures and 
are preparing for completion of the dam when they will get a full 
water supply. Mr. Holman, I would like to clear up in my own mind, 
I think, and for the record, one matter that’s been brought up. The 
question was raised as to how this would result in reduction of wheat 
acreage. Now, isn’t it true that not all of this 2,100 acres is being 
irrigated at the present time? 

Mr. Houtman. That is true. 

Mr. McFartanp. Isn’t it true that part of this 2,100 acres is in 
wheat, dryland wheat? 

Mr. Houtman. That is right. 

Mr. McFaruanp. And with a full water supply that all of this 
2,100 acres then will go into irrigated pasture or other irrigated crops? 

Mr. Hotman. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. McFar.tanp. And that probably there will be no irrigated 
wheat acreage? 

Mr. Houtman. I hardly think so. The farmers are more interested 
in grazing and hay in our area. 

Mr. McFaruanpb. Just one other point. You mentioned repay- 
ment in 40 or 50 years in your statement. Now, it’s my understand- 
ing that, because this is supplemental water and because the water 
will be available the first year and will immediately benefit the acreage, 
you will not be entitled to the normal development period; is that your 
understanding? 

Mr. Houtman. Yes. 

Mr. McFaruanp. What did you, Mr. Holman, have in mind when 
you said ‘40 or 50 years’’? 

Mr. Houtman. I was thinking at the time when I said that, that we 
would have, we might get an extension on this, on our loan period. 
I just sort of assumed that. I might have been misinformed on some 
other project. 

Mr. McFaruanp. It is your understanding now though, Mr. 
Holman, that the department has in mind a 40-vear repayment con- 
tract and it’s the position of your company that the company would 
be agreeable to that sort of arrangement? 

Mr. Houtman. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. I would suggest to you, Mr. Holman, that simply 
because others have had extensions and renegotiated contracts that 
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you people will have to be accountable. In other words, if there is 
any possibility that you aren’t going to be in a position to pay out in 
40 years as the Bureau of Reclamation recommends there, you had 
better be pretty frank with the Congress of the United States and ask 
for 50 years rather than the 40. Forty is the general reclamation-law 
procedure? 

Mr. Houtman. Yes. 

The CHarrMAN. But this committee is not very friendly to the 
idea of request being granted this matter under the procedure at the 
present time with the understanding that you can go back within a 
few years asking for an extension as many of the districts have had to 
do. You won’t get the extension as long as you can pay. 

Mr. Houtman. Yes. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. No questions. 

The CuHatrMan. Thank you very much. 

The CuHatrMan. Mr. Hammer, Secretary of the Juniper Flat im- 
provement Co. 


STATEMENT OF H. G. HAMMER, SECRETARY, JUNIPER FLAT 
DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT CO. 


Mr. Hammer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. 

The CHarrMAN. You may be seated. 

Mr. Hammer. I think everything has been pretty well covered in 
our area. There’s only one thing I would like to stress, the fact that 
the people in our area are what you would call or term, I believe, old- 


timers. In that I mean that most all of these ranchers have lived 
there for a number of years. Us younger fellows have either had a 
place handed down from our parents or as in my case I had to wait 
for a relative to die so I could try and buy his place and after paying 
the assessments that we have paid to get what little water we have, 
I think we all realize what we could benefit by this additional $6 an 
acre. 

The CuarrMAN. How long have you lived in the area, Mr. Hammer? 

Mr. Hammer. Well, I was born and raised in the area on a ranch. 

The CuarrMan. How many acres do you farm? 

Mr. Hamner. I have approximately 1,200 acres. 

The CHarRMAN. How many acres under irrigation? 

Mr. Hammer. I have a 40-acre water right. At the present time 
I’m trying to trigate a little under 20 acres. 

The CuarrMan. Do you know of your own knowledge the percent- 
age of indebtedness against the various farms, or would you rather 
answer it in general properties? How many farms carry a heavy in- 
debtedness at the present time and how many are free of debt? 

Mr. Hammer. I would say that by far the majority of the farms 
are clear or nearly clear of indebtedness. 

The CHarrMAN. That’s the advantage of inheriting them? 

Mr. Hammer. Pardon? 

The CuarrMan. That’s the advantage of inheriting them? 

Mr. Hamner. That’s right; only I didn’t inherit mine and it hasn’t 
paid out. 

The CHatrMAn. Do you know of any water user in the project who. 
is opposed to this program? 
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Mr. Hammer. I don’t actually know of anyone that is opposed at 
this time to this project. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you. Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. What crops do you grow, Mr. Hammer? 

Mr. Hamner. I raise wheat mainly on the acreage that I’ve had. 
To hold out because of the Government allotments I’ve tried to raise 
oats and barley and I have alfalfa with a few acres of irrigated pasture. 

Mr. Prost. Alfalfa with what? 

Mr. Hammer. Alfalfa for hay and a few acres which is in irrigated 
pasture. I have a forest service permit to run some cattle during the 
summer months and I raise my own hay for this. 

Mrs. Prost. If you receive supplemental water will you be able to 
irrigate the whole 40 acres? 

Mr. Hamner. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. For which you hold a water right? 

Mr. Hammer. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. What crops would you grow if you received the addi- 
tional allotment of water? 

Mr. Hammer. Perhaps increase my alfalfa a few acres and the re- 
mainder will go to irrigated pasture. 

Mrs. Prost. You people are not planning to convert to sugar beets 
up here; probably too short a season? 

Mr. Hamner. I’m going to stay with what I know. 

Mrs. Prost. I think that’s all. 

The CuHarrMan. Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Hammer, with respect to Mrs. Pfost’s ques- 
tion about the district’s indebtedness and the cost of the system, is it 
true that you own the system and what you owe is in connection with 
these annual expenditures which normally would be considered main- 
tenance; isn’t that right, this replacement of flumes and reworking 
your ditches and so forth? You haven’t tried to separate that out 
from your other costs as a construction cost, have you? 

Mr. Hammer. No; that hasn’t been actually broken down. 

Mr. McFaruanp. The fact that you are replacing your structures 
with a more permanent type leads me to believe that in the future 
your maintenance costs will be reduced and therefore your assessments 
for that purpose reduced; is that right? 

Mr. Hammer. That’s right. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. The next witness will be Raymond Crabtree, 
water user under the project. We are glad to have you before our 
committee. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND CRABTREE 


Mr. Crasrres. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, members of the 
committee 

The CuarrMaAn. You may be seated. 

Mr. Crasrree. Thank you. For your benefit my name is Ray- 
mond Crabtree. I am a farmer in the Juniper Flat area, have been 
for sometime. I own and operate at this time 2,400 acres of land, 
1,200 acres dry land, 1,200 acres under waste or pastureland with 

















WAPINITIA RECLAMATION PROJECT, OREGON 37 


137-acre water right. The supplementary water that we’re asking 
for in the Clear Lake project would be used as additional water on 
the acres that we now irrigate under our water rights, existing water 
rights. The supplementary water as requested will add at least 33 
percent to the income on our irrigated acres and I say that is con- 
servative. There’s no question in my mind but what the project 
would be paid out in full in 40 years. No question at all in my mind. 
I might not be here to pay it but it’ll be paid. Also there’s no 
uestion in my mind but what in the same period of time the Federal 
vernment will receive a like sum of amount of money in additional 
income tax from these farms and everybody will benefit from that. 
The most of these lands, as Mr. Hammer said, are now in the hands of 
the third generation. Very few of those farms are indebted. Nearly 
everyone of them are clear, very few of them are indebted. Mrs. 
Pfost, in regard to the question to Mr. Nelson in regard to the assess- 
ment of the rate being high, excessively high, anyone who would 
receive a 33- or 50-percent increase in the crops off of the land could 
pay the extra cost of the assessment which would be very easily 
accomplished with the increase in prices of revenue. 

The CuHatrMaNn. It’s your opinion that they not only could easily 
do so, but that they are willing that they be permitted to do so? 

Mr. Crastree. Correct; and willing and begging of you to give us 
the permission. 

The CuHarrMAN. That’s your statement. How many acres do you 
urigate at the present time in your operation? 

Mr. Crastree. I have a water right of 137 acres. 

The CHarrMan. And do you irrigate all of that to the best of your 
ability with your present supply of water? 

Mr. Crastrree. Under the present situation at the present time 
we now have leveled and ready to receive water 137 acres. 

The CHarrMAN. Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. What do you raise on this land? 

Mr. Crastree. Irrigated alfalfa and irrigated pasture. 

Mrs. Prost. How many tons per acre of hay do you get here? 

Mr. Crastree. Approximately 3 or 4; I would say 4. 

Mrs. Prost. Would four be a maximum? 

Mr. CrastTree. Well, that would be about a correct statement. 

Mrs. Prost. Coming from the Boise Valley in Idaho, I realize that 
water is the very lifeblood of our land over there and what irrigation 
water does for the people in Idaho, it will do for the people of this 
area in Oregon. 

Mr. Crastree. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. But there is a concern in my mind because our Idaho 
people consider they can’t pay over $12 an acre and we raise more hay 
per acre than you do and we get 3 crops of hay, sometimes 3%. 

Mr. CrasTresz. You have adequate water. 

Mrs. Prost. We do have. 

Mr. CraptreE. We’re asking for adequate water. 

Mrs. Prost. And with adequate water they feel that $6 is about 
& maximum that they can stand on our irrigated acres and the con- 
cern I have is that you people may within a short period come back 
asking Congress to extend your repayment contract to 75 or 76 years, 
and those are the things that are hard for us members of the committee 
to explain to our eastern colleagues. They don’t understand why 
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you ask for a 40-year contract and then can’t stay within the bounds 
of that request. When we westerners ask for an extension of time 
they sort of frown upon it. 

Mr. Crasrres. I[ would like to answer that in saying that these 
farms are almost entirely debt clear. It is my opinion you'll never be 
asked for an extension of the project; this is a personal opinion. I 
see no reason in the world why it can’t be paid out easy. As the former 
members of the board have stated the maintenance costs have been 
brought before the hearing as $7.50, but that is not definitely in 
maintenance; that has been mostly improvements. Ever since we’ve 
been thinking of this project we’ve been definitely working to get it 
in a position so that we’d be ready to take the water the minute we 
could get it and those ditches have been improved to the capacity of 
ability to carry the water to us. When we receive our extreme early 
flow now, we get a large flow of water that is adequate and perfectly all 
right and the ditches are prepared to carry that and we have built 
them up with these extra assessments over a period of years and that’s 
where that cost has come from. It’s gone into building and con- 
structing of canals and headgates and with the actual operation of 
the thing we would only be charged with the actual ditch worker’s 
fee and small other incidentals. I would say, personally, that it 
could easily be cut in two. We figured, some of us have figured 
repeatedly that it could be brought to $10 with the payoff cost. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Crabtree. I appreciate 
your bringing out some of these points and you’ve made a very fine 
statement. I’d like to congratulate you. 

The CHarrMaNn. Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. You say that you now raise about 3 or 4 tons of alfalfa 
per acre. How much do you think you could increase your alfalfa 
acreage with the additional supplementary water? 

Mr. Crastrez. I think I can double it. 

Mr. Coon. Get up to 7 or 8 tons? 

Mr. Crasptrer. Well, at least 6 or 7. 

Mr. Coon. Six or seven. You mention pasture and I know that 
an important part to most of you people up there is this additional 
pasture. Your pastures, I presume get pretty dry up there, don’t 
they? 

Mr. CRABTREE. Just when we need them most. 

Mr. Coon. Yes? 

Mr. Crasrreer. Just as everything is drying up the irrigated pas- 
tures dry up and if we had the supplementary water to come on July, 
August, and September there would be a great deal of land put in 
irrigated pasture to take care of our stock and our livestock would be 
increased, will be increased in revenue. 

Mr. Coon. It would be a little difficult to determine just how much 
that pasture would be worth but you could say, for example, it would 
be worth a lot to your overall operation? 

Mr. Crasrree. May I answer it this way, Mr. Coon? As you will 
see on the dotted area most of us have, say, 800 acres, that’s given as 
an average and the average irrigation would probably be 80 acres 
and the rest of this is in operation and you can see that with the 
amount of water that we need on that one 80 acres out of the 800 
that we could greatly increase our livestock carrying capacity and 
bring this into a much better feeding program and increasing the 
income of your people. 
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Mr. Coon. I can see that it could increase your overall operation 
tremendously because as you pointed out you only have about one- 
tenth of it in irrigation and the rest is in summer fallow or dryland 
pasture, but by increasing your irrigated acreage you could thereby 
increase your overall production tremendously; couldn’t you? 

Mr. Crastree. Very much and it’s the hitch of the whole thing 
is this supplementary water in the last of the year that we need the 
most. 

Mr. Coon. I can very well appreciate that because I’ve lived in 
an area where we sometimes run out of water and your summer or 
fall pasture is a mighty important part of your staying in business. 

Mr. CrastTree. Also the domestic water on about half of these 
users is dependent upon a water system built from this water supply 
that we have and you can see if the water dries up in the fall these 
people don’t have enough domestic water. We need this supple- 
mentary water very much in our area. It means a great deal to us. 
The payment back of it, in my opinion, would be a privilege. 

Mr. Coon. Thank you. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Crabtree, I saw your place yesterday; it’s a 
fine looking place. 

Mr. Crastree. Thank you. 

Mr. McFaruanp. Mr. Crabtree, this 137 acres, I understand you 
have ready, leveled and ready for irrigation. You have not, however, 
irrigated 137 acres? 

Mr. Crastree. No, sir. 

Mr. McFaruanp. What has the acreage been in? 

Mr. Crastree. Wheat. 

Mr. McFartanp. Wheat, and this project then will reduce wheat 
acreage on your farm? 

Mr. CraBTREE. Yes, sir. I would like to make one more state- 
ment that it has been brought out that we now have approximately 
1,300 acres out of 2,100 acres under irrigation within the area and 
it’s my opinion that with the adequate water supply of supplementary 
water that the full balance of 900 acres would be taken out of wheat 
land and put into mostly irrigated pastures and some hay. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much. 

The, next witness is Mr. Dee Woodside, also a water user under the 
project. 

STATEMENT OF DEE WOODSIDE 


Mr. Woopsipe. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Woodside, we’re happy to have you before the 
committee. You may be seated if you wish. 

Mr. Woopsipr. Thank you. They’ve covered about everything 
that I could say about this. I think about all I can say is that I think 
I’m one of the oldest water users out there that’s left. I’ve lived 
there since 1889. 

The CuHarrMAN. In other words, what you’re saying is that you 
haven’t inherited your property? 

Mr. Woopsipe. That’s right. Paid pretty dear for it and I’m 
willing to pay more if I can get water. 

The CHarrMAN. You support the project? 

Mr. WoopsipeE. Yes. 
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The CuatrMan. You feel like you can make the payments that are 
proposed? 

Mr. Woopstps. Absolutely. I hauled water from White River 12 
miles. My biggest day’s work used to be on Sunday. I worked on a 
threshing crew and I had to get home on Saturday night.and haul two 
tanks of water from White River. It’d take me two tanks to last for 
the week and my wife would have to go draw it out and give it to the 
pigs and chickens. 

The CuarrMan. I don’t go back to 1889 but I am somewhat of a 
pioneer myself in my area and I can understand exactly what you are 
talking about. 

Mr. Woopsipg. Well, I can run back, the first day’s business start- 
ing out there was, I can’t give you the exact dates but I can give you 
approximately the dates. I would say in 1892 or 1891, I don’t know 
just exactly which, there was a man by the name of Coy started a 
ditch out there and we’re using part of the canal now, part in the 
mountains and part on the flat. He had taken a crew of men and he 
done it all with horses and scrapers and he finally run out of finance, 
payday come around, he was paying once a month, he couldn’t pay 
and he had to get. Things lasted for awhile and finally along in 1901, 
I believe it was, 1901 or 1902 and I think it was 1901 the farmers 
thought they would begin with Clear Lake, so we had a little meeting 
in the schoolhouse there and we assessed ourselves $5 for 160 acres 
to bring our water just for stock and domestic use. We spent Thanks- 
giving Day irrigating. We wanted to water our stock, and we got 
organized, appointed a committee to go and file the water rights. We 
were 3 days late. The power company out at White River had already 
filed on the White River so it died again. We got part of our $5 back. 
Went on, it was about 1906 or 1907 or 1908, a man by the name of 
Keeps came along. He started a project. He built sawmills and fixed 
this and built some ditch and started in to bring out a flume out of 
the mouth of Clear Creek and out of White River he run up against 
the scheme, he went broke, and he went a little too far and placed a 
few mortgages on some of our places without our consent, happened 
to be one of them at least—so he run up against a scheme and they 
put him up for a few years and along come people by the name of 
Miller and they started out to build ditch and Tve always been a 
little bit ashamed that they propositioned me, I was 1 of the 4. 

Money was hard then but they propositioned us to put up money 
and help bring water out of Clear Creek and we had quite a deep cut 
to go through, somewhere like 900 or 1,000 feet. The 30-foot ditch 
they have got, a ditch on both sides of it, but in our cut—so us four 
fellows put up the money and we engineered, we blew it out with 
powder and used a shovel, broke it out. Then we had a big celebra- 
tion, fourth of July celebration. These men that were engineering 
that come in and put up the tent. Got up and made a good speech, 
good talk. That is what these other gentlemen did. They bought 


water in Clear Lake, we paid $50 an acre for it. These young fellows 
think they’re having it hard but they’re getting off pretty easy. We 
paid $50 an acre and got it from Clear Lake. We had a big celebra- 
tion with a barbecue and the governor was out there and water was 
just trickling along. The next year they raised a little more money 
off the people, got them to buy water, and the development went as 
far as it could and they stopped, run out of funds and some of the 








WAPINITIA RECLAMATION PROJECT, OREGON 41 


committee was unhappy. So I felt maybe I was wrong. Then the 

ple there took it over and the people here, I’ve been listening to 
it here at the present time, only just what water I own and I'll tell 
you I’ve been out quite a little money. I own 30% acres of water 
that I’ve got paid for. I raise about 24 acres of alfalfa, the rest runs 
over in the rock, sand, and I get a little crop when I get water. Then 
a year like we’ve had this year that water runs down across my prop- 
~~ the main canal on the lateral and they can build it if they want 
to but some people don’t want a ditch across, many do. They can 
build all they want to on me but what I spent on that ditch and what 
I’ve been out in the past years I don’t care. It runs across my place 
and across the highway. I don’t expect to live to see this paid out 
but I don’t think you need to worry about getting your money. I 
think you will be paid and I’ll pay my bill as long as I last. I only 
should use it. I don’t like to go on paying for all of it and leave it 
to these younger fellows to get the benefit out of it. If you got any 
question to ask I’ll try to answer it. 

The CuarrMan. I have one question, Mr. Woodside. I think that 
you’re the individual to whom I should address that question. What 
is the future of this area if you do not receive the benefits of a project 
such as the one proposed here? 

Mr. WoopsipE. Well, I’ve heard this said: “If I had to haul water, 
if I had to go back and haul water like you old folks did, I’d move 
out.”” They would say “I’d move out” and I don’t know but what 
I would. 

The Cuarrman. With your length of residence in that area is it 
possible that in case of a long dry cycle that this area might fold up 
and lose some of its residence and lose its contribution to the economy 
of the State and the Nation? 

Mr. Woopsive. No; I think not. 

The CuarrMan. Do you think that it will continue? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes. 

The CuHarrMaNn. But it will be limited in the benefits that it can 
give; is that correct? 

Mr. WoopsipE. Well, yes. But we can raise a better crop in 
Juniper Flat on the amount of moisture fall we have than any place 
in the United States, about 14 inches is an average, and we didn’t 
get that this year, we didn’t get half of it hardly, but we got a half 
crop and I’ve never seen a failure there as far as wheat, dry hay, and 
stuff like that is concerned. When I come there a little rye, hay, 
and bunch grass was all. I didn’t raise no feed for stock, just for 
feeder horses and then they got to raising wheat and then a few 
potatoes and a little other stuff by that irrigation, it’s what little 
water we have got why it doubles our production, more than doubles 
it. We'd be without if it wasn’t for what little water we have. 

The CuHatrMaNn. Thank you very much. Do you have any ques- 
tions, Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Woodside, 
What year did you finally get stock water for your farm? 

Mr. Woopsipe. In 1917. 

= Prost. How did you get it—with ponds or something like 
that? 

Mr. Woopsipez. Well, yes, we have ponds. They built quite a few 
ponds. We used to have ponds, we built little ponds with horses and 
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scrapers to hold the water that would be there and the ponds would 
last until May and June, you know, and now they have got, very 
near everyone in the country has got ponds, 3 or 4 ponds on their 
place where they store water that comes down this ditch for stock 
use and some irrigation and quite a few drilled wells: I’ve had to 
drill wells. One of them 481 feet deep and it’s dry. It finally went 
dry. It lasted for 15 or 20 years but we finally pumped her dry and 
then 4 miles from there I drilled a well 2 years ago and it’s 397 feet. 
I got water. 

; Mrs. Prost. Four miles from there; was that still on your own 
arm? 

Mr. Woopsiper. Well, it was two farms. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. 

Mr. Woopsipz. They’re 4 miles apart. 

Mrs. Prost. Just one other question. I’ve been hearing about 
people inheriting. these farms; do you ever sell one? For your infor- 
mation, I’m not going to buy one. 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yeah; they sell them. 

Mrs. Prost. What does irrigated land sell for? 

Mr. Woopsipz. For irrigated land? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes? 

Mr. Woopsipz. You take irrigated land, I don’t consider we got 
any irrigated land. We got land we’re irrigating but then we haven’t 
got water enough to irrigate it all and we call it irrigated ground but 
I know this development here will about treble us in our taxes. 
Whenever you plant a little alfalfa and put a little water on it you’ve 
got an alfalfa patch. 

Mrs. Prost. Practically every farm does have some irrigation? 

Mr. Woopsipe. Yes, madam. 

Mrs. Prost. What do farms sell for per acre down there? 

Mr. Woopsipe. You take a farm, it’ll run from $25 to $50 an acre. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Woodside. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Coon? 

Mr. Coon. I don’t have any questions but I want to thank Mr. 
Woodside for his testimony. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Woodside. You not 
only have been informative but most entertaining. 

Mr. Adolph Mayhew, board of directors, Junrper Flat District 
Improvement Co. and water user. 


STATEMENT OF ADOLPH MAYHEW, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
JUNIPER FLAT DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT CO. 


-Mr. Maynew. I haven’t any statement unless the committee 
would like to ask me questions. 

The CHarrMAN. You favor this project? 

Mr. Mayuew. Yes, absolutel 

The Cuarrman. You know of 1 no opposition? 

Mr. Mayuew. I do not. 

The CuHarrMAN. You think that the project area can stand the 
proposed charge? 

Mr. Mayuew. I do. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. Let the record show that 
Mr. Adolph Mayhew did speak in support of the project. 
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The Cuarrman. Is Mr. W. S. Nelson, secretary of The Dalles 
Chamber of Commerce in the room? 

(No reply.) 

Does anyone else wish to appear? Is there anyone in this audience 
who is opposed to the project? 

(No reply.) 

Let the record show that there is no opposition. The Chair is 
not able to advise without qualification whether or not it will be neces- 
sary for any of you to appear in Washington when we resume our 
hearings on this particular piece of legislation but he is of the opinion 
at this time that it will not be necessary; you folks have presented 

our position in support of the legislation and the project is not 
arge enough that we should have any more problems than appear 
here this morning. However, if it is necessary you will be advised in 
time so that you can make your plans accordingly and it will not be 
necessary for over 1 or 2 to appear, I’m sure of that. It has been a 
pleasure to be with you and in behalf of the committee I wish to thank 
you for the fine attention and decorum that you have shown at this 
meeting. Unless there is something else which someone wishes to 
present to the committee we shall now recess this particular hearing 
to be resumed at Washington, D. C. 


x 














